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Preface 

-:I s report 1s pt~st of a ftruiti-year Pvaluaticv etf:i+ initiated b; the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
So .tar Sefiices (3PSS) The a171 of the evalmtion project which is entitled Evaluating CalWORKs ~n 
LJS An~cle;  Lxm!) is to ar alyzP tbe impact of weltare reform in Los Angeles County The Project follows 
wdeli%s estabirsnc;d lr: tnt CalW‘3HKs Perfurrnancse Morirtoriny dnd Evaluation Plan approved by the 
105 Argeles C w n t )  Board of Supervisors in 19% The Plan s three major objectfves are I) measuring the 
.uccecs of welfaie-!o work 2 )  mcqitoring the effectiveness with whiLh welfare reform has been implemented 
d - ,  1 arlmiriistereci and 3 )  evaluating the impact of CalWORKs on families children and communities ir’ 
I 05 Avgele5 C,ounty This rep0.t is one of ihree that wil fociis on the third objective of the plan evaluatiiig 
’‘ie inpart 07 CaiinfCRtts or1 rnmmiinities and fanlilies in Los Angeles County 

Irvs resport tucuses L I I  the impacts ui aelfare retorrri an families and communities during the first 21 months 
, I ? G  irT’pienentatinr, in Los Angeleq Coun ty  Remuse the implementation of welfare reform in Los Apgeles 
~ ~ i i ’ t ?  c cbincided *ith o period of sustained emnomiL qrrw?h it was difficult to analytically separate the  

0ffect:- -.l the reforn I program itself frorr the I-rwre general ecoriomic expansion Whatever the underlvirig 
,dusf?s mav De however welfare refornl at least partially correlated with Some positive outcomes for famliles 
,ind mirn~inl?ieq iri 1 in5 Angeles Cuii i i ty 

I L A  4:lgeles Couniy Ternporarv Aid to Necdj Families (TANF: caseloads are down substantially since the 
r-lid I W C k  and the number of single-parent families aided in the county declined by about a third between 
1095 arid l W 9  4ltt1oLqh the vast majority of welfare families continue to live in pOvf3rty. poverty rates have 
“ectinrt I arnonq twc-parent welfare farnilre< 5incx the implernentation of CalWORKs Moreover single 
- c , t h e , c ,  ,ri the Loiint) tiaue enterel ldt J r  r-iarkats at unprereder?ted rates during the 19905 ever, thodglr 
i‘lett w.iqec, tuv t .  rciiiairie:l flat 

p~~)pcrtioti  c! Nelfarc cases that r a v e  been ds>,sted for more  thari five years increased IP LOS Angetes 
ntlr 5irce early 1998 tc, October !995 (time= period of current report’. as has the proportion of families on 

t?i f ‘ c  1 % ’  year. Jr le<;b 7 his S L K J ~ ~ S ~ S  that there are segments withi- the County  s welfare populatiorl !hi 
f a  12 tja*wrs In ridking the transition f r L m  welfare to wcrk In addittor, a high proportion of families who have 
ie1t wcltcm have rib+ taker1 advaritdy of benefit? f o r  which they rnntinue to be eligible such as Medi-Ca! arid 
i cmc! Sfdrlp.7. 

~ ? i i t r ~  t i r w  anij n l l  i e  research observe-s will be able to prwide comparative perspective necessary to fully 
~r~?acrs!nnd the ways in which the  irnptemeritati.,ri bf welfare refvrrr policies in Los Angeles County have 
served ‘he region s families and sorr,rnunities The siynificnnce of this report lies in the fact that it provides av 
I i tia, ’ i a  . i i  upon which s x h  a pers[:ectlve can 11e built 

Nlanue! ti. Moreno. Ph D 
Principal Investigator 
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Executive Summary 
dornestir, tioience Changes caused by welfare 
reform dre not easdy separable from those caused 
b) other factors such as economic growth 
Second although CalWORKs has been in 

operation in  Los Angeles Codnty since January 1 
1998 some provisions, such as ooe-time 
diversionary payments to keep families off welfare, 
had yet to be implemented as of March 2000 
Third some impacts need more time to mature, 
such ds developing job skills moving into a viable 
caeer cr meeting arid marrying a partner 
Fourth scientific approaches to measuring welfare 
reforin impacts IS a complex process with new 
methodologies still heing tested to measure data 
at various levels 

These factors place limits on what can be 
ac c-omplished within the timeframe of data use0 in 
this report (I e case management data from Aprrt 
1998 to October 1999) This report is the first ir a 
series of reports on impacts in Los Angeles 
Cocrnty, it aims to highlight important positive and 
negative trends related to welfare reform in Los 
Angeles County It also aims to inform program 
administrators and policy makers about data 
needed to enhance t h e  usefulness of the 
evaluation project and allow more precise 
measurement of impacts in the future 

Followinc; national trends social indicators in 

Los Angeles County have improved since the area 
emerged from the deep recession of the early 
1990's During the recession, unemployment and 
poverty rose more jobs were destroyed t h m  

created and poverty and welfare caseloads 
iricr eased By late 1995 unemployment welfare 
c aLelc,ads povert i  among female.tieaded 
haliseholdh-s L i m e  rates teen t!irth rates and 2 

riLiiiiSer ( i f  ,)tlier negative iridicators of fami y 

thilrf a i d  corninunity well-being had peaked and 
beqan imprcwing-with Federal State and local 

welfare reform still in the future 



Although the Federal Welfare Reform Act of 
1996 barred many non-citizen legal 
immigrants from several Federal aid 
programs California has chosen to use State 
%rids to provide Medicaid (a medical 
dssistance program), Food Stamps (which 
provides vouchers redeemable for food) and 
cash assistance to most eligible legal 
immigrants The special immigrant provisions 
nf welfare reform apply only to non-citizen 
legal immigrants or to the undocumented 
who remain ineligible for most kinds of public 
L3qslstance and not to naturalized citizens, wh3 
have the same rights under the law as native- 
born citizens Despite the State s policies. the 
share of new cash aid cases among legal 
irnmigrani families dropped in Los Angeles 
County between 1996 and 1998 while holding 
tonstant for citizen-headed families Analysts 
nave attributed this drop to confusion and fear 
regarding t h e  new Federal poiicies Many 
immigrants may fear that using benefits will 
htJI? tlieir chances lu become citizens r e e n t e r  
ihe United States, or obtain a green Card 

5i:igle-ntother headed families, rnaKe up four- 
fifths o r  the welfare caseload in Los Angeles 
Cnirrity and have entered the labor market at 

comparison married mothers have not 
chanqed their propensity to work Over the 
last several years, wages have remained flat 
for single mothers while married mothers' 
wages have been growing 

record rates during the 1990s BY 

1: appears that policy changes at the national 
State nrirl local levels are encouraqing single 
ninthpis to worh The exten! to which this is a 
restri; of welfare or other reforms such d'> 

morp liberal Earqed Income Tax Credits is not 
t I,+W for Leftair: Between 1995 dnd 1999 
t rnuloyment among single mothers has 
i i t i  reased a: a higher rate in Lo\ 4ngeles 
C.AI~!) than in the nation as a whole possrbly 
J.JF to hanges in the local economy and 



rhaiiues ii the oelzvery of welfare-to-work 
si'1Vl"es 

&m~loymen: Fates among aided adults i r i  

i n s  4ngeles C::lur.ty did riot rise appreciably 
!-++?tween Aprii '998 and Octooer 1999 
%,w?rer pdrticipaitiori in the weltare-to-wor k 

.lrt,grar" increased significantly i~ the first two 
+ears of retorm Adults who work while 
c ont inuiq to receive welfare are working more 
'ICUt s 

iriajorrty of welfere families 
are poor povert) rates declined among twc1 

pareri! vrdfsre larntlies since the 
implemeRtatic)r~ 01 CalWOHKs '11 Janiiary 
1998 till Dctobel 1999 Among single-parent 
welfare families however those Itving in 

extreme poverly (with family income below 
f1(3 percent c f the Federal PoverQ Threshold) 
rcrpaseo verk cligiitlv from about 22 percefit 

I -  -iboul , 3 perrwt A: the same Iimr 
extreme rmsrt\ i  deciiried for two-parent aided 
fdn~iiies frori about I t :  percent t o  ~ D O L J ~  13 

aw-c.er;* 

i c:. Aiigeles Zl.wnty welfare leavers are 
apparently beccrmrng more self-sufficient with 
the: rtroportiori remaining off welfare increasing 
betvveer, Jdricrary 1998 and October 1399 
fllttrciuyti 2 2  perLent c;f those who left 
CalWOHKs irl April 1998 had returned to aid 
wrth$tt 6 rnonths (28 percent withiri one year] 
o f  r h m e  leavirlg in April 3999. oniv 18 percent 
bad returned within 6 months 

round at the then-current $5 75 minimum 
wage if she received Food Stamps (counted 
at their cash value) and if she took advantage 
of the Federal Earned Income Tax Credit 
However, her family would have been better 
off if she continued receiving cash welfare. 
because her total income would have been 
higher and she could have benefited from a 
langer period of subsidized child care and 
othet supportive services (Note that tf t h e  
iamdy did leave CalWORKs child care 
assistance would still be available for up to 
w o  years as long as the children were age- 
eligible and the family income remained under 
75 percent of the State median ) 

* hilost families leaving welfare through October 
1999 were not taking advantage of !he Food 
Stamps program Only one in seven 
Los Angeles County families received Food 
Stamps three months after ieaving 
CalWORKs The proportion of former 
C alWORKs families that remain eligible for 
Food Stamps benefits is unclear, but I! is likely 
to be substantially above the actual level of 
receipt 

Many families. due to lack of knowledge of 
program eligibility after leaving CalWORKs 
regarding Medi-Cal and Food Stamps, end up 
with rici coverage even though they typically 
remain eligible for benefits Nearly two in five 
Los Anyeles County families leaving 
ZatWORKs in April 1999 were no longer 
(-overed by Medi-Cai six months later Among 
low-incove persons in Los Angeles County as 
iJ whore Ihe proportion uninsured has been 
rising fnr several years. mostly because the 
prorortio: covered by Medi-Cal has been 
fa I I in $1 

* Ourtoy the period for which data IS available 
i?dicators c)f social and health problems such 
as teen nrrths IOW birth weight infant 
mortality and child abuseineglect have 
cltfterer! little among CalWORKs families and 



among Angeleno families a5 a whole. At the 
c- 4( ,~ iur i l~  ievel, the incidence 3f teen births 

r l f i $ r i t  rnortaiit,~ and child abuse!neglect have 
i i  decliri ng, an increasing proportion of 

e been IJW birth weight Trends in 

W s e  rrldicatois among h;gh-CalWORKs 
I ::!I: m 1.1 1.1 itre 5 t i  a ve genera I I y followed 
rr,t,n:ywide patter15 All c)i these trends 
!)eciari FWI. !c welfare reform 

parents that have reached their lifetime aid limits 
the current recession wll also increase their 
famiires risk of extreme impoverishment On the 
topic of continued research, The Service 
Integration Branch CalWORKs Evaluation 
Services (SIBKES) strongly suggests the 
following 

Distinguish between the individual and 
neighborhood effects of the reform process on 
CalWORKs farntiies whrle tracking ke) social 
and  economic indicators. such as child and 
family well-being. development of job skills. 
neighborhood quality and homelessness This 
would rielp better understand the exlerii to 
which self-sufficiency among CalWORKs 
families can be attributed to the overall 
cconorny versus changes In the new welfare 
reform 

* DPSS should endeavor to track the job and 
skill characteristics of all adults in CalW"RKs 
families. not just those who participate in the 
welfare-to-work program CES recommends 
that DPSS determine Ihe reasons for 
CaIVJ3RKs terminations and carefully monitor 
t h e  Status of families after they leave aid 



Introduction 
In iate lQ95 the United States Congress and 
Presideqt Clintori officially ended welfare as it had 
i m g  beec krtoNn if? t h e  Untted States Ever sirire 
iritereste2 Americans nave been asking whether 
or nc! %he welfare reforms then set ir i  motion are 
worKing To answer this question, the results of 

tt i? retorms must be compared against their 
overall i?b]ective But the architects of welfare 
reform had rrnultiple objectives that were inexplicff 
Some obserLers will judge the success of the 
reforms based on the degree to which the\ 
decrease reliance on public assistance and 
rrorrrote two-parent families while others are 
more r,oncerned with reductions in child poverty 
and increases in employment levels among 
weltart? parents Thus there is no simple answer 
!o the  question of welfare reform success 

The pcptilar rrredia have heralded welfare reform 
as SI-ICC~SS but have focused single-mindedly 
o r :  drcps in welfare caseloads I! is true that 
weltare caseloads have declined steepiy Since the 
erixtmei:t of !tie 4996 refwm but in doing so they 
&be mover! akmy d trajectory that started well 
before the law was changed and follows the 
growth of tht American economy more generally 
Ir, ani  ev~r , t  the Federal welfare reform lau 
tlefiiied sufxess n m e  broadly, including anioriy its 

priniai? goals er!suring that children are cared for 
withtri their families promoting marriage and 
tan-iii). stabilrtv and helping families to support 
themsfjives without Teed to rely on public aid 

healtP, insurance coverage, and domestic violence 
rates, policymakers will be better able to embark 
on additionai reforms and to make any necessary 
inid-course corrections 

The intent of this investigation is to analyze trends 
i~ ii range of behavioral areas that might have 
been affected by welfare reform By documenting 
trends Over the five years preceding local welfare 
reform a i d  the two years following initial 
irnplementation the report provides a baseline for 
future evaluations In addition the evaluation 
team sought to identify dramatic positive or 
negative changes of which policymakers would 
need to take notice Many critics arid social 
commentators thought that welfare reform would 
have devastating effects. while some Supporters 
hoped for spectacular successes osernlyht The 
evaluation team examined !he following questions 
Are domesfic violence rates going up because the 
threat of losing assistance IS pushing mothers into 
uritenable situations7 Is the extreme poverty rate 
(the proportion of all families whose income falls at 
or below 50 percent of the Federat Poverty 
Threshold) rising because those whc leave 
welfare are unable to support themselves? Are 
poverty rates dropping because more parents are 
working in stable. full time jobs" Are child abuse 
rates declining because fewer familres are 
suffering severe stress7 

This report presents research on the context for 
and results of welfare reform in Los Angeles 
Coiinty Trends are shown in the following areas 
1 )  welfare caseload dynamics and composition 2) 
the labor market income and poverty. 31 health 
inswanre coverage and 41 severat social and 
health indica!ars including domestic violence child 
JbiJSE anti neglect teenage pregnancy and infant 
rnmalitv The voices of wglfare recipients arc 
:;it.serite.j in regard to how welfare reform has 

c h a y e d  ?heir lives Finally, the way i~ which 
potential impacts can be measured over the 
coniing vears is explained Special emphasis 6 



p!act.d rrt both measurement techniques anti the 

data neds for an optimal evaluation effort Key 
findirqs ;if this report a r t  listed in the Executive 
Swi i :a fv  and tri the Cvnclusior 

Tt.11. pr!rn;3rI: a baseline report describing 
)\tir seve'a! years prior tc and rmrnediatelv 

foilnw n? implernentatto~ Fbture trends r n a  
diver.Je from TV cantiriue the trends presented in 
eithr: ewrit, the comparison will be informative 
1 t i is 'epcr! is also awlytical seeking to tentatively 
link liie woad social and economic trend? 
x$' !ate;! nrtli poltcl anL$ program changes 
bV" i i k  ~ i ,w  arid effect relationships carinoi br 

dpflriiitve y cien\onstra!ed such relationships car 
diitl ad1 be suggested here wheri it IS felt that the 
Jatd cud€?qUc3tt?li. hare LheiTl OUt 

Tc ~ e s l  addres:; Ihe evaluation team's charge. 11 

v d s  (iecided thaf" there were three populations 
!hot wn:-ar?te,d speciai attention The first IS poor 
iL3rrl,i~r' 5 w'lt.:% welfare-eiigible. bu! are r u t  

p:eseii!lv iii.1 < i t ( !  T!;is JS the larger pool from 
whicr vv.e!iara-aide3 families are drawn an:! 
ka::.ii:,?; what dlStlngi.JlSh@S the  aided from tlie 
dri.wdcC2 (Jr!plmtioi: !s essential Fcjr instance 

: s stx-irlci evldence suggesting that legal 
imrnigrintr: wh:, were otherwise eltgible far aid 

:'on! iippiyirq for aid during 1997 and 
5PW ioi !ear !st endangering their current statuc 
w r c i  k,issiblti filrure: citizenship Likewise, as c? 

resuli $ ?  lirjie limits, Some welfare-eltgibie families 
t!!at a+:' I i ( . ) t  able tc support themselves above the 

tk  ! i r e  ~ 7 % )  still he choosing not to receive 
a :irI<j ineir oenefits for future days when I L ~ ,  

parent families because they are much less likely 
to qualify for and use the welfare system When 
the focus IS on two-parent families in the 
,-ount)wide population, CES expects that the 
proportion eligible for welfare will be rather small 

The third and finaf window used to observe 
impacts of reform IS a set of communities where 
welfare recipients tend to live Roughiy 650,000 
County residents (parents and children) are aided 
by CalWORKs. accounting for about 7 percent of 
tht' total populalion ' CalWORKs-aided persons 
inciuding both parents and children account for 
dbou: one-third of the County's poor population 
Families receiving CalWORKs assistance are not 
spread randomly across the County, housing 
costs availability of public transportation. and 
other factors combine to restrict aided families to a 
relatively small set of local areas It follows that 
the local communities in which current. formei 
am: likely future CalWORKs recipients d:e 

concentrated ought to be much more sensitive tn 

the impacts of CalWORKs than the County as a 
whole For that reason, trends in ten communities 
vrere selected because of their high Coricentratim 
of Ca1WORK.s participants 

Approximately 52 months have elapsed since the 
welfare reforms became effective in Los Angetes 
County The current report provides a historical 
background and analysis of trends related to the 
wolfare reform among Los Angeles County 
residents between 1992 and 1999 To examine 
the trends among CalWORKs families, eighteen 
months of case management data from April 1998 
lo October 1999 was examined With the limited 
windnw i?f post-reform observatiori causality 13 

difficult to establish To measure impacts a 
causal Iinhage must be established--i! must he  
demonstrated that the outcomes were the result of 
p:.qrarr changes and not d m  t r  unrelatec: 
evenis Researchers around the country dre 
do k ~ e  1 opi ncj appro pr ia t e t ool s to d is t i ng u t s h true 
impacts oi the reforms from other simultaneous 
i ac im.  sucn as !he state of the economy dnd 
Ghanges in other social policies 



The *eader  rd ihis report should be cautioned not 
to ass m e  that cnanging trends are only UUE to 
iht. refnrrns CJnlv 111 the case of the most direct 
prograr?r mpacti  car; it be assumed that reform 
';as played ;r I J ! ~  Slmply because welfare 
: m x u d s  have: been falling sirice Los Angeles 
, , r t~n t i  wqar  implerncn!ing reform does not 

rneari that reform has caused welfare caseloads to 
tali Inletfare ~)olicy changes and outcomes have 
taken 31dct? the context of a robust economy 
ryitfi ra:ud e.,onomiL growth and unprecedented 
drops 1 I c.nernoloyn-ient during mid tc late 1990s 

i)ri lv possiSle that the economy i b  

It" t i j r  the posillve outcomes observed S C J  

tar biit i t  ma/  also be that the strong economy is 
masklny pioaram impacts that on balance, may 
be negative Political events not just economic 
trends arc ats,, important to consider For 
tnstar-cL? d ri x e d  decline in the AFDC applicatim 
rates )' lega imrnigrartc. in late 1990s (discusser? 

i r + *  detai twl ' ) r~) CoLild be linked to the 
pi?ss6jw I '  ir~e ~ ~ d i l v  1990s of Proposition 187, a 
S!a?ewi le i r i , l i a ' tb f?  'hat aimed t? r e d u c ~  
widow .it rite 2 ruirnigration by barring the 

d w i i  icritetl T f C m  receiving public servtre5 

lnfom!atirc? a:wut the data employed in thrs report 
!s avail;tble I- Appendix A. A discussion of the 
data n w w c  for. CES's oilgoing evaluation research 
IS iocaterl III Apper:bix Ci 

Road Map 

featuring welfare recipients who relate the Impacts 
of welfare reform in their own words Finally tnis 
reports conclusions and a set of appendices with 
a wealth of supporting materials are presented 

In greater detail. 

The next major section ' Background." includes 
information that IS useful, but not essential for 
understanding the rest of the report Of the three 
subsections presented the first. "The New Policy 
Environment " drscusses welfare policy changes, 
arid illustrates how the incentives offered ~ C J  

welfare recipients to convince them 10 seek 
employment have changed over time That 
subsection IS followed by "Data Context,' whrch 
helps provide a basis for understanding the tables 
and figures presented throughout the report The 
third subsection. "Background on Local 
Communities describes the ten iordi 
communities that were selected t@ aid ir l  

understanding the impacts of CafWOHKs JvitPir, 

the COLiilty 

'CalWORKs Caseload Dynamics and 
Composition follows next This section discusses 
the components of CalWORKs caseload decline 
It presents data or1 the likelihood of families 
leaving CalWORKs to return and changes in the 
likelihood of return over time It also shows how 
the composition of the CalWORKs caseload ha5 

changed over time. including the proportions of 
families headed by legal immigrants children-only 
cases. or families aided for five years or more 

In the 'Labor Market" section, the focus is on job 
and wage qrowth in the County, unemployment 
flucti,ations arid the meaning of these trends ior 
the working p c w r  and less-shilled )Oh seekei b 
Ouesli3ris asked include Are there adequate jot 
o p port i I r 1 it ies for we1 f a re rec i p i e n ts i n t tit; 

Los Angeles C,ounty area' Have welfare impacts 
reduced trw number of jobs available tc [he 
working pOoi3 What are the chances thai  

accessible jobs will pay enough to keep i3 farnily 
ocrt of povertv- 



Aio!her questm---Has CalVVOKKs affected the 
Coun^v poverty rate?---IS addressed in the next 
sec:ion Incornit-? Poverty and Hardship ’ This 
repon snows hobv pwertv nas changed among 
C.aIWOHKs-aideii families single-riothe- tieadec! 
familie> and o t h m  

Tr!e Fm?ilies 2nd Cdliildren Section covers trendc. 
I-’ fdrriiPV h e a t h  care coverage family heads’7ip 
teen births and irifant mortalttv This section looks 
a: the incidence of domestic violence child abuse 
and neglect and school attendance and 
achievement Amonq the cluestlons addressed if 
no! m,cwered 318  Have marrlages or teenage 
birth trends beer impacted by GaiWORKsl’ What 
is the residtral effect of CalWORKs on children7 
How mqQt their school attendance or ac!uevernerrt 
be affei ied‘ 

This report then explores the impacts of 
CalWORKs on recipients of cash assistance 2nd 
their families. with emphasis on access to housing 
and health insurance. children’s educational 
achievement, child abuse, and trends in teenage 
births and infant health 

To illuminate this data, in the section “In Their 
Own Words ‘* this report also presents da:z 
collected from focus groups conducted with actual 
LalWOHKs participants This section looks a! 
how new welfare policies have influenced 
participants daily lives 

This is followed by a brief conclusion and i! set Of  

appendices for the reader 



Background 

The New Policy Environment 

FecJera weifdre ft?form has given rise to d neu 
srion-term system of puhl~c assrstance to poor 
familes wi!r children Recent welfare poliq 
i‘tidnges have modified no1 only the cash 
assistance program but also affected the other 
major caniponents of a poor family s assistance 
packaqc. taw mdi ts ,  Food Stamps and nealth 
in3urariire Tf i ia section discusses the broad 
c-hanges in the po1i:y environment that affect the 
c r i m e s  and opportunities available to welfare 
reciprents 

What Is Welfare’? 

The !err’ welfare has traditionarlv been used tCJ 

refer 11 J casti assistance for families with children 
The original irripctus for welfare was “to provide 
mother i and their childrerl rl means to survive 
wher tmadwin?ing fathers either died o r  

atand,)ried ttieu families ”’ Weifare was first 
conceived t i 1  the 19330s. arid was championed bv 
p-oyressivt? reformers w m  thought it desirable “to 
relieve poor mothers of the necessity of wage- 
earninq so that they might engage in the full-time 
c.d:y of t h w  children “ *  Over the years. drvorce 
and v.?ver-mljrried parenthood became 
ir-creasinglv cornmon an,: the wetfare system 
grew with the  ranks ot single mothers A‘; 
mothers ldbc~r force participation increased--and 
weifare caseioc3ds. as well--support for welfare as 
il ~ u o s i d  v fc- q?ay-at-honie mothers declined 
Setrou~ weI:arf-lo-wc rk ePorts date back 1;) 

IPRSI I 

immigrants have never been eligible for cash 
welfare assistance but legal immigrants hove 
traditionally been treated the same as citizens 

The single-parent aided family receives aid under 
the CalWORKs ”Family Group” classification 
which is often abbreviated as ”FG Two-parevt 
families become eligible when the primary wage 
earner for the family is unemployed or has been 
working less than 100 hours monthly arid ?he 
family meets ivcome and resource liinits similar tr, 
those for single-parent families The two-paren1 
family receives CalWORKs “llnemployment 
Parent’ aid, often abbreviated as “UP’ Gr simply 
1J I/ 1 

117 Los Angeles County in 1999 a typical f a r i l l y  

comprising of a single mother and twc vcwn; 
children must have a monthly income below $79.3 
and less than $2,000 in savings, to qualify for cash 
assistance ‘’ Even wheri they are working n iavy 
parents continue to qualify for welfare beLause 
they make low wages or work few enough hours 
that their incomes are below eligibility thresholds 
The cash grants are small and wdl not bk 
themselves lift a family out of poverty For the 
prototypical single-parent family, the cash gf ant 
would be, at most, $626 per month, and would be 
less If the family had other sources of income 
However, poor families have access to other 
dsSistance programs that supplemen! this cash 
grant with resources for buying food ar7d wrth 
health insurance Some aided families may alsc 
qualify for hoUSing subsidies or Earned income 
P a x  Credits, and s o m e  familv members may 
lquairfy for Supplemental Security Insurance iSSl i  
<-I p-qram supporting the disabled 

l i t  the late i9EOs and early 1990s r J P s s  throdyh 
its welfare-to-work program Greater Avenues for 
Independence (GAIN), focused on helping long- 
term weifare recipients build their empIOyI‘nent- 



relevant skills through for example. adult basic 
rducfi!ior General Educational Development 
( G E D I  test preparation, and English as a Second 
LangLdge classes Based in part on the fiitdinys 
of 2ri influeritial 1994 Manpower Demonstratior 
Research Corporation (MDRC, report on the 
impiefnentation of GAIN in six California counties 
rti- L& Angeles County program was revamped 
arter wven wears in operattm The program was 
then renamed Jobs First GAIN to emphasize the 
iiew gcal pf rapidlv moving recipieits into the iaba; 
t L  r ,e 

How Was Welfare Reformed? 

Federst jveifare reform legislation adopted i l l  

AUCJIJS~ ' 996 fundamentally changed welfare in 

Arneric i The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Op~Jo%Inity Heconciliation Act (PRWOHAi 
repealed the AFDC program and implemented d 
new program 1 eniporar). Assistance to Needy 
F amrlw,  ( 7  ANFj T tiis new Federal proyrarn 
f>ltn;lriated i h ~  historir Cash assistance and iorig 
;-rn I rr1,untei:ance aid programs and instrtutetl I-i  

j?hs-ili>fied inLentwe and support system These 
GPV, i t  qulatizns required mandatory worh arid 
provicle 1 cap ori Irfetintr tjenefits 

1 he vr-iporariress of support under the new 
Federa mltdre F)rogra-v IS enforced through a 
c,[-irt f i l  +year time limit on lifetime receipt of aid 
7 he> draftrr. 01 the legislation ,rafted 3 

ccmbina'rmi C T  rncentrves arid sanctions tc? 
Lon\ ri( P Ih? great majority of welfare parents tc 
h e c o w  wagereliant rather than weffare-reliar,' 
7 V w  ref,irners assumed that most welfare parents 

~ 7 v e  stable waqe edrners able lc 
iiippp" their familie: Nifhott reliance o i  p~b ic -  
?ss1sta- -P  ,') lewer thar t l L t  year', 
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counseling, and transportation assistance 
PRWORA also subjects states to a reduction in 
Federal funds if they fail to meet work participation 
requirements 

Each state needed to adopt legislation 
implementing TANF locally Califarnia legislators 
responded in August 1997 by replacing AFUC with 
CalWORKs Unlike many other states California 
chose to apply five-year time limits only to adult 
recipients meaning that the portion of a familys 
cash aid intended for the children does not 
decrease when time limits are reached Uecause 
CalWORKs did not reach the implernentatiori 
stage until January 1998, California families five 
year clock started later than in most other states 

Although welfare reformers revamped the basic 
structure of the welfare system many of its 
features have remained unchanged Eligible 
families receive cash aid. Medi-Cal. and typicalv 
Food Stamps just as they did before the reforms 
were instituted In Los kngeles County !he GAIh  
program continues to provide employment-related 
services to CalWORKs recipients to help then! find 
employment, stay employed and rriove on tc: 
better jobs that will lead to independence Sorrie 
program elements that were left unchanged ir: 

1996 and 1997 are, nonetheless. regarded as part 
of the newest wave of welfare reform One 
example is California's Maximum Family Grant 
program ("family cap") enacted in 1994 and 
effective in 1997 which bars welfare agencies 
from increasing cash aid payments to support 
children conceived while the mother is  on aid ' 
CalWORKs has brought a larger. Loordinaten 
cystem of services to support tqe transitiori o' 
a d e d  paren:s from welfare to seif-supporting work 

Child care Pxpenses are covered for participant% 
wtir, v.ork :jr are in approved welfare-to-v,ork 
dLtiVitieS 5lJch as basic education cr trairuri; 
programs Trmsportation and clothing allowancer 

can he provided to job seekers who demonstrdte 
need Special supportive services are tc be made 
available for participants to deal with barriers t r~  



rnipioymen: s u c h  as problem with substance 
abust- depressionlmental health and dornestic 
ii i~ l e  n r (2 

Prior t o  welfare reform legal immigrants and their 
foreion- horn childrei were entitled to health care 
dnd other p ~ i b l ~  tierefits on more or less the Same 
t e r m  as ci!iteiis The Federal Welfare Reform 
Act 0' 1996 considerabiy restricted the availability 
o! Federal did programs to legal immigrants 
espec,railjf tnost. arriving after the law s passaye 
I hate that these iustrictioris do not affect childrert 
t,;lrri I' Ihe Uriited S:ates. whatever thetr parents 
iri?n.iyra!totl slatu: ) Although the Federal 
gavernrnent prohibits the use cf TANF funds to 
.C,eriefrt marly legal immigrants i t  does ailoe the 
Statr of Calrfornia to offer-and pay for- 
CalWc+)RKs for legal immigrants California 
5ponslrs a Focld Assistawe Program ,CFAP: for 
mas: legal irnmigranls but Food Starlip benefits 
A'E. i -! svdiiatw f v  most post 1996 legal 
I:' ri,yant: eiwwherr-  (1-i the United States 
Suppwrieniai Sec 1iri.y lncomc (SSi) disability 
paymt9;its art  &SO nci longer available tn mailk 
legs1 irnmigian!~ These policy changes are of 
specia, concern irl Lcs Angeles County where 50 
many tarnilies are t-moed by immigrant parents 

What Are the Incentives to Work? 

Wetfaw reform has hrniight with i t  both incentives 
and :;onseiJiienc.et, designed t o  encourage 
reripe-ds t r . )  wcrk stid to mee! var io~is other 
requirernents The incentives allow welfare 
parents ic) siqr:ific.antly increase their total monthlv 
income wher' [fey arlrl child support payments c r  
earning:; froi'ri w r b  S h e  consequerices include 
iiri?E lirT.ik thre;!l: of benefit reductions Ir! 
,L.],. 
.o I 3  section t k e  I V  i i i vvhi(;h these positive and 
:iega ti v e in ~e I i :  ivt?: I. 1.1 r i c t ion i r I prac t i ce w 111 be 

Tc tl:: w reference w ~ i l  he made t c ~  3 

CI'IC: :,tsrlSi!j!irlg r;f i. n;if~ve-z~rri 
rm-disabled single :nother iii he: twerities and htei 
two yr iu r ig  ct>ildi<<r3 f Mculations wIii be based tpr 

the r:'tr,tinun; wage i'i 1000 ($5.75; arrJ benefit 

zalculatrons C L J V ~ ~ ! !  11% Marsh 2000 

It is sensible to begin with a discussion of 
noncompliance with program requirements 
sanctions penalties, and time limits Parents whc/ 
do not comply with CalWORKs work requirements 
are sanctioned"4hey lose the adult portic~ of 
t5eir CalWORKs cash grant For the model family 
a sanction would have reduced their rnonthly grdili 
by $121 (from $626 to $505) " When an adult is 
sanctfoned for a period of three consecutive 
months or more the County may convert t h e  grant 
into a voucher to cover rent and utilities Parents 
may be penalized if they fail to assigr tc the 
County their rights to child and spousal supl~ort 
payments Failure to cooperate in the County's 
etforts to establish paternity and collect ctliid 
support payments from an absent parent results in 
a penalty, the loss of either a percentage of :he 
famrlys cash benefits or a parent's portion of thr 
grant Parents also face a penalty if they are 
unable to document that their children have been 
immunized and are attending school 

The five-year lifetime limit or) aid receipt--a 
Federal policy not unique to CalWORKs-was 
clearly meant to encourage parents to meet their 
economic needs either through the labor market fir 
through marriage to a partner uf sufficient means 
CalWORKs also imposes its own time limit 
recipients must find fuli-time employment withiri 
18 months (24 months for recipients who were on 
aid before January ? 1998) after entering the 
welfare-to-work program For recipients wnu 
make a good-faith effort to secure employment 
but are not fully employed after the 18i24-rnof1lh 
work trigger" time limit, CalWORKs has created a 

Cornmunity Service employment program 
Comrnurrity Service employment IS typicah 
i.iferior to employment in the general iabm market 
11 two mpnrtant respects first it IS unwaged and 
thus will not raise family incomes '' and secrsnr! i t  

dr~c-s not c ffer mubility upportunities Thus 11% 

w:rC trigger not only requires recipients tc work, i l  

;I sc encourages them to tind work in the general 
labcir market 



Noncunipliaric:e fdstors aside CalWORKs was 
biructured to provide some very attractive 
I im i ' iws-pos i t i ve  ertcouragenient for parents to  

m:h Caiifr>rnia gives recipients finariciat 
rncenti$es ?o wcrk ny allowing them to boost their 
totai I .  cor:ie substantially through earnings from 
emplc,men: &lw? d n  aided single pareiit edr-:b 
*age'. sn+ car earll $225 per month without 
decreasinj her fanilly grant and only half of what 
m e  earns t3eyond 5225 wtll be subtracted from the  

grart IPa: i s  f she works a bit more thar; half 
time at z rnlniinim wage jot taking home $5013 13 

P i?oritti itcine cf  the first $225 and only half of 
the iernainirlg 5275, aunts  against the family 
qrarit F o r  tne model family the total cash income 
woti~d TSE from $ 6 ~  (without earnings) to $989 ' 

T:I turfher qi,antify work incentives the total 
amocinI .it irimntc d welfare parent can br inq  
home wIie:t she works is compared with thc 
weltare ;he3 S ~ F :  VVOIJIO receiva if she did r i o t  

VVWK 81 ril! T t i i t  comparison appeal's in Figure 1 

tor tht. rcrdt-i t x n i i y  ,': a single mother and two 
childreit The Larnpilraticn wa5 made by looking 
a1 the .welfare rules that were in effect before 
CalWGFiks i iiride. t h :  AFDC program) and 
comparing therr  witl? the subsequent CalWORKs 
benefit calailatmi! riiles 1 ' 1  both instances the 
,,asti bpnefit arnouiits i tJrrent in March ZOO0 we're 
LJSWl 

When the model family parent works only 20 hours 
weekly at minimum wage, her total family incame 
(irlcluding both earnings and cash aid) is more 
than 150 percent of !he income of an equivalent 
family where the parent IS not worhing Her 
irlcorne is irl fact. nearly twice that of a sanctioned 
parenl (not shown in Figure 1) with no jot' and a 
family of the same size However the work 
incentive declines with higher earning lev& 
When a parent works 4 0  hours weekly at the 
minimum wage she has a total cast7 income 
nearly twice that of the  non-working parent TSls 
is only 25 percent more ($239) than the income of 
!he parent working half as many hours The work 
incentive of $225 will also decline slightly over 
tirr, e 

Returning to the comparison between AFDC and 
CalWORKs rules displayed in Figure 1 CalWORKs 
is slightly less effective at rewarding low-wage an3 
low-hours work than was its predecessor For r ~ '  

sinylt. inother working 20 hours or mare a; 
minimuri wage she would take home 5 perceq: 
more income under AFDC rules !bar she does 
under CalWORKs rules On the other hand, whei; 
she reaches 40 hours per week she takes home 
3 percent more than she would have under AFDC 
In other words the work incentive power 01 

CalWORKs earned rncorne drsregafds 15 

essentially the same today as i t  was under AFDC 



1 ~ 



the coc,t of lrvtny IS relatively high, most welfare 
famiiw do not exceed this low bar 1 

LYher) t d x e  Food Stamps cash welfare anc 
r-iirr)inrJs are dl' taken i n k  accuunt an aded 
parent I$ significantly better off combining work 
,jnd welfare ralher than simply receiving welfare 
C J I K ~  I !xrerit p o l ~ i ~ s  ?ne model family viould end 
t ip  wit? u i l q  S E X  11 monthly resources i f  the 
F a r m i  does f-31 meet work requirements and 
i r u i i L  a sancton (see Fiycire 2) If she were 
e a * o k  I in lob 5edrch or training activities and  she 
mere w . M i r k 2  worh requirements she woulrl 
it?c(li.i\'<- $847' in total monthly reswrces By 
ivorhinq halt-time a: +he rninimclrn wage however 
5% w.,u13 hoost her resources by  more than 
q7 percen' She wvuid also be gerierating mure 
thdr h,if t i t  ker iniome throiigh her own 
emplnymc-rit as Figure 2 sho*s The income 
uenefi!.i f - t  \n(jrking ncrease even more for r3 

L w l f d r F  i arenl who works full-time at the minimiin 

lmq'" 

income package For the mother  working fJII-time 
at miinimum wage 15 percent of her resources are 
provided by the welfare grant In other words this 
parent would lose 15 percent of her family income 
if sne were tci leave the welfare system (She 
would lose an additional 8 percent i f  she were to 
terminate her Food Stamps panicipatron I The 
benefits do not improve significantly for those who 
earn wages significantly above the minimum 
wage however Parents earning higher wages 
have little reason to remair on welfare dnder 
current pohzies In Los Angeles County a parent 
working full-Lme at S9 hourly receibes otiiv 4 
percent of her income from public assistance :see 
the last colcimn in Figure 2 note that th[s  is a Food 
Stamp benefit only nu CalWORKs aid is available 
at this ii>corne level) Parents relying 011 their 
wages alone at this level are somewhat better off 
in lerms of total income than are minimum-waye 
workers still on welfare but the drfferewe IC; not 
parttcularl\, profound However, at $9 ticiurl) o r  
mure the parert has few inceritives lo w i a i n  ir 
the  weifart3 system and all else heinq equdi I: 

m u l d  be prudent to bank" the benetits '0' Idte' 
iJse 



Figure 2. Singie-Parent Family After-Tax Monthly Resources, March 2000 
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I 1  I 1  I l l  DEarnings 8 ElTC 
BCalWORKs 8 Food Stamps 

_ .  

Siut~i, li_ ('ES calr_ulations based on CalWORks and Food Stamps proararn rules and Internal Revenue 
w TI: t-' I& riilec 

r Fdr i i  I ,  iric.orie IS the ifiwrne t o r  d single-parent family d h  twcl children in the State of Califomid 
Irav?~! LJI o r  J;rdrn iuies current in March 21300 and 1999 tax policj IncomP includes a s h  TANF 
cisststanf.t- F- OD(> Stamps Federal El TC less Federal incorns and payroll taxes Food Stamps calculations 
ds-s.mir* a $1 W monthly housing expense deduction and fur full-time workers an additional $150 monthlb 
hi rl car? dedurtion 11675 for half-time workers) 7nr  "Earnings mil EITC dollar amounts shown are npt of 

In writ (;alWC)RKs offers both iriccnlives and 
consequences to encourage parents ori welfare to 

find work Sanctions and time limits threaten 
those whc 3r.) not seek and find employment 
7 h o s e  who do secure employment can enjoy 
significant boosts in their total income even with 
only half-time employnient at the mininii1'71 wage 
The Federal ElTC provides CalWORKs families 
with par? of this income It boosts their incomes 
wi t t i t~ i~ l  c-osting them any benefits and 11 also 
helL."; scme parents with rninimum wage jobs bring 
!heir tarnil, iiicomes above the Federji Pnvertv 

r?')ld These facts and  t h e  waks i r i  wi-ich 
- - \ J r m l '  3r i - i  j&tential CalWORKs wcipie:ltS 

s ~ i ~ i d i  arid er,r~norriic. impacts that %e are seeking 
'Ps[li,fid tL3 \ ! \C?i?-  ale El hey  part Of prC?dUClny t t l r  

l(?P:ijlfV ;jrld F:XcJlalrl 



Data Context 

T h e  background rnateriai relating to data 
presented ir, +tiis report is provided to clarity for trie 
reader why the data is presented as I: is For 
.jetatis about specific data sources and methods 
used in this report please refer to Appendix 4 
F3r :ecornrnendatims about data needed toi 
future evaluatior3 research please see 
Apperitltr C 

Time Frame of Data Presented 

Twx!:j%u7 *his report tables and figures tracKins 
a varretv c f  t*ends over time are provided The 

time periods used ar'e not uniform sometimes due 
tL data availability and sometimes because of the 
particular contex! For data descritmg 
Countwide trends amorig los Angeles Coiirit) 
residerits or the low-income population, this repor 
typically tracks trends from 1992 through 151% 

unty-level trends this report relies 
pi imariiv on piiblitl\ available data Sources 
Y q'pi~dl ly these sources had data available J.C 

early ds 1992 arrd ds late as either I998 or 1 
CES chose to look backward in time lo 1992 F 0' 
tnts Iime frame, Coimh and commiini!y trends 
tising ddniinistrative recoras from diverse scwrcec 
includrrtS vital w!:Ords data and child abuse data 
are also repoiied Some sources were 
unavdileble for speciiir years so some indicators 
"start" ,ri la93 while others "end" as early as 
? 997 

useful hecause caseloads were iower in early 
11389 than they are at present even though 
caseloads no* are loher than at any point in the 
1990s In general, data goes back farther than 
19992 when I! was available and added something 
meaningful to the report 'There are also s u m e  
vmy-short-duratio? comparisons in the text. like 
the year of 1998 and the year ot 1999 In these 
cases there were only one or two or three time 
PO nts to work with 

Recipient Coverage in Tabies 

F&xi? of the tables in this repor: with data from 
DPSS administrative records exclude ZalWORKs 
farriilies served by the Pasadena and South 
Family District Offices because data on these 
recroients for the period from April 1998 through 
October 1999 was not avaiiable 

Data for this report carrle primarily 4rorri twc; 
ionastanding DPSS case managemerit databast. 
'J y s t t? r7 is P d yme n t 

System (IEPS) and Case Data Management 
called In t e gra t e d  Be ne t it 

systeni ICULIS) 

45 !he older systems vYeie being phased out i t 1  

fa\ o r  o! Los Angeles Eligibility Automated 
Determination. Evaluation and Reporting 
(LEADER), CES was supplied information on the 
pwportion of the DPSS caseload Sclectron bras 
and other data issues are discussed in 
Appendices A and 0 

Background on Local 
Communities 
-r 
I lie yopulatiori of Lo- hge les  Coun?v wac, 
u 63'3 1137 ai: of 1 W8 t-onstituting 3 percent of t h e  
-,atron 5 populatior-1 I t  is also "the nation s pmert) 
:apiial - lJ with the largest p ~ o '  DoplJlatio~ In the 
-mtjw d i i ~  c i  pcwerty r d e  r j i  apprr,ximatelv 
;, re rcen!  Los Angeles Ccunty is  i.? diverse 
me:ropolik wt'ere ncj racial/ethnic qroup I? 1'1 the 
maail!, Hispanics are tne laraest population 
Q I ~ ~ J  144  percent) followed b y  Whites 
131 ;,er:erli: Asians (13 pe:centi and African 



Americans (I0 percent) ' 5  Roughly one-third of 
Countv residents were born outside the United 

States 

I! i s  t h e  opinior of CES that the County as a whole 
Is far tot large and heterogeneous to he 
wnstdered LS rcrrninunity and the Same is kit? if 

the L'ountv IS broken dowr' into the five 
Supervisoriai Districts or eight Service Planninq 
Areas Some cities are small enough to be 
rmnsidered coniniunities but some-particularly 
Lns Angeles and Long Beach--are substantially 
wersired CES 5 (practical) visioi of comniunity 
was an area mat had a recognized identity was 
h m e  t~ between roughly 10,000-50.000 
residents and was relatively homogeneous in 
terms of racc/ethnicity or social class composition 
7 0  choose among the  many communities in the 
!,uuntj meeting this definition CES relied upon 
two primarv criteria l i  each selected commurvty 
had :o h a v e  hiqh or moderate numbers of 
LalWOHKs : ecipients and 2 )  the cornmuntties 
5eleCted needed tcr be when taken together 
representatiw of tnt2. County s geographicai 
dtver sciY 

L:ES selected a snlail number (37 areas that m?t 
these riterlsi and were strategic research sites in 
other ways, Some of theni are irxleperident cities 
others are planning areas withir the City gf 

LUS Aiiyales arid some are unincorporated areas 
with,n the Ccunty '' T h e  areas selected to s t d y  
are profiled nere 'See Figure 3 for the location of 
cacti ~on:ntumtv 1 

B Q ~ &  /-!eights i)rstr!c? of the City uf Los Angeles 
F' rs t  SL:pen/isorinl fitstrict Boyle Heights is one of 
t1.r i r ~ s t  residentiall~ segregated iireas of the 

munty  $7 percent of Boyle Heights residents are 
i a!ino or tlispanic This is one of the Countys 
poorest Lomrnunities, with 43 percent of residents 
in povert: Although nearly half oi the areas 
residents fail  elo ow the poverty line. only about 

ne-eiqhtt, of them were aided by CalWORKs as 
cf August 1998 One reason for this is that many 
of the L)ijDr in this area are legal immigrants wbo 
may be leery about seeking aid and 
imducurnented irrirnigrants who are ineligible for 
aid Another reason-and this applies to all of the 
communities not just Boyle Heights--is that 
CalWORK. only aids families with mint 

c hildren-excluding both young and eiderlv 
childless adults Located just east of downtown 
L o %  Angeles Boyle Heights has an ethnic past 
tbaal was much less homogeneous than its 

pf ese nt 

t; 

(knlrai 1 cog Reach Area within the Citv of Lclng 
Beact- Fourth Supervisorial District Unlike Boyle 
! ieighis no single racial/ethnic group is doniinant 
B f i  this mixed area, but Latinos still form the ldrgeS: 
yrnup at 44 percent Asians, many of theni recen! 
irnmiqrants form the second largest group 
1.!1 percent) and is one of the largest pockets of 
Asiili? poverty I R  the County Although at 
40 percent. the concentratiorr of poverty IS slightly 
iess than Boyte Heights, this is still a very poor 
area Twenty-five percent of area residents 
receive CalWORKs assistance. the highest 
proportion of the 20 selected communities 



Figure 3. Map of Neighborhoods in Los Angeles Coonty 
_I___ _I___ - - - - - __ ___-I -. - _-i___I___I I __I_- 

rewfonts aie poor, but only 1 7  percent receive 
C =jl\NORY,E; assistance 

f 



Table 2 .  Demographic Characteristics of Selected Communities 

Area Total Super % in 90 Cal- Y ?b % To 
Pop District Poverty WORKS Black White Latino Asian1 

PI 

Central ,or ~ c j  
Beach 115.157 

H 

I 12 :  271 :I 2 5. R 23 12 
Mission Hills. 
Panorama City  



CaIWORKs Caseload Dynamics and Composition 
kin& 'iave CalWORKs caseloads changed in tnt$ 
wake of welfare reform7 The answer 1s complclx 
Nationally AFDC caseloads begar decreasiriq 
eve. before the Federal Welfarc Reform Ac2 
passed This was also true in Los Angeles C G J I I I ~  
(see Figure 41 AFDC/FG (single-parent) 
caseloads reached their peak of 268,000 in March 
7995 By December 1997 however f C', 
:.asdoads had decreased to 218.000 nearly 20 
perccrtt below the peak Caseloads continued t r  

decline after January 3 998 shrinking by anothe- 
i 4  percent lo 165,1300 ir October 1999 the lowest 
level sirice December 1989 

What a' e the rnechanisms by which caseloads 
have declined7 Are mare people leavinq welfa-e 
dre  fewer people applying for or beinc; approvcd 
for aic' a r  IS i t  some combmatior> of the two'> r , ,  
answe' 'hese questions C E S  i?oks at applicat~ons 
dnd apPi ovals---the maiii soiJrre nf new cases 
and then terminations 

I f  applications mcrease. the nurnbei- cf neb ca~,es 
wtli increase. assuming that denial and apprciva! 

rates remain relatively steady Figure 5 illustrates 
1% CalWORKs application process showing the 
way in whicP applications are diverted from the 
, ath leading to approval At each point in the flow 
Ine figure shows counts (of applicants denials 
elc t f-x October 1999 In brief the process 
negins when a new or returning applicant parent 
:ravels lo a DPSS CalWORKs district office where 
he cv she beqins completing an application for aid 
A designated DPSS eligibility staff rnembei d 

~crcener often informally reviews the appfication 
before being se-il on for official approvalidenial 
processins If the screener determines that the 
applicant is i;nt eligible for aid, the screener may 
advise the applicant of that fact The applicant is 
entitled to pursue an official determination 
however regardless of what the screener finds 
M v e O v e r  the screener is required 1:j r efer 
ineltgiblt CalWORKs appiicants to Medi-Gal Food 
stamps or other programs for which they appear 
to tie eligibk '' Almost half of all applications are 
\fdhdramii or r-ancelled at this point Three-fourths 
f f tne I emaininy cases are approved 

I 



Figure 5.  CalWORKs Application Flow. October 1999 
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S urcc DF'SS Report i)ctobei 7999. an3 CdlWDRKs Reyoit on Reasons for Denials and Other Non 
Aoprovats 01 Applications ior Cash Grant Cx-lober 1999 (C4  255 CalWORKs 10/991 for Los Angeles 
Bo!h WWCXtS w e  estimales for Pasadena and k w t h  Family L h t n c t  offices 

Declining applications is thus one componerit of 
the decliniriy local welfare caseload. Because 
CalWORKs has more eligibility restrictions than 
the  previous r ~ l e s , ' ~  it might be expected that. in 
addition. fewer applications would be approved 
ear;!? month than had been the  case under AFDC 
As 5,hown in Figure 5, applications are typically 
e!ttit?i approved or withdrawnhever completed. as 
r:pposed to being denied outright Some 
~ w ~ x ~ f l i c t f  i--ur:known, birt probably large--of 

ii1ithrj:Swr;:neLrer cornpleted applications wi:)u!d 
ha:r :,w? denied if they had beer: f i r l i j  

Ii would t h u s  be expected that new 
r les would affect withdrawals and denials more or 



figure 6. CalWORKslFG Terminations and Continuations. September 1999 
.I--- 
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27 per .xnl  ot t h e  total denied In October 1999 

52 percent were not processed and 25 percent were 
denled If this small decline in nan-approvals I S  at all 
meaningful i t  might indicate that a portion Of the 
ineligible people who would have applied in the past 
have been scared away by the rhetorlc OF reality Of 

weifarc reform In any event, the high consrstency IP 

?hc orc,p,nrIinn of applications that are approved 
wearic, (ha! there IS ;I very dose relationship 
between tirnds i n  applcatrons and trends in new 
&Z#~C' :  Cqure t' illustrates some of the components 
rlt c, iri:+, rase  terminations using data frorii 

Sq1tf-n & r  'W9 GIVPI; the ernphasls of ,velfare 
rt:icjmi r1.i :he attainment of self-suff icieni,y through 
e + ~ i ( ? (  w n m !  i t  might be expected that  3 larqe 
r i ! ! n l t i e i  8 f  case terminations would tome aDOtJt 

t family iricornes or resources have 



The substantial decline 1'1 caseloat% f r m l  rnid 
1996 thrOiJgt1 late 1997 may ir large pari 
represent "anticipatory" behavior, with (he ablesl 
recipients taking tne Federal legislatron as r? ciie t(, 
yet ci jot; right away and those ?vei.;r 1-1 t11e r w n  

red tape staying away before i-nplenienta:iur- 
These co~~ lc j  be seen as early results of 

CalWORKs Many analysts attribute much of t h e  
national decline in welfare caseloads to !oh growth 
relative to the early 1990s Los Angeles County 
was hit particillarty hard by the recession ir: the 
early 1990s Sut unemployment began droprtriq 
substantially during 1996. continuing 1 0  date I f  
welfare constrtutes unemployment insurance' f o r  

less-skilled single mothers whow prevwiq 
employment did not qualify them for Lfl benefits or 
whose UI benefits have run odt then it rimkes 
sense that decreasing unemployment antj 
decreasim welfare use go togethe; 

CalWORKs Leavers and Returns 

Past iesearcq inmates that d Iarqc poportion 
welfai t a  recipients who lea g e  publ i~  assistance 
return often after oniy a few months For sonw 
famiiles welfare serves as short-term transitional 
assistawe while the wage earner IS betweer, job? 
or the family IS changing living arrangements For 
other families welfare is a long-term means of 
support I t  has often beeri observed that the exit 
rate for welfare recipients declines as their tlme ci'r 

welfare increases Of these long-terrn weifarr 
recipients however some receive long-term 
-(Jntinuoiis support and some are Tycters' who 

reguiarlv move or1 and off welfarf Some cvcii?ri 
IS caused !iy acmnistrativa action: as when 
recipients fail ir submit their t?lonthi\, financial 

t whic'i &re used for byiefi! r,dlculafir)rt 
c3rx.I w i f i ~ a f i i "  rl' -(mtin'iFri elig+ii t i )  drid a r t  
r.onse$ctentl; wt . P o f  crid irnothei hi Jurfae 15 i ' i t  

drf;ic~ilty icsr ~ ~ i / l ~ - d  wrmej i  expcrieicc II 

estabiict i ~ n j  a - j L 4  r;isintainrn(; ~cni - i i  JIT,I( 

I- dqendeni,e The Aistirlcticn b ~ ! w e t l ~  c yci r r .  
arv1 Lithr long-terr-, welfare Liwrs IS rnportant i -,' 
pWt?\ r l%Cerc ,  4 i  two p r v n  r ) w t  iFsparc i t # - ?  

conclude. 'If most people leave welfare, only to fall 
back into i t  then perhaps the focus of polic\ ought 
tc be not only on getting people off but also on 
n d ~ i n g  it possible for people to stay off "" 

Past research on AFDC recipients throughout the 
United States identified a number of factors that 
are associated with the length of periods If)f 

continuous welfare receipt ('spells") anc! witt? 

returns t i i  welfare ("recidivism") These include 
race marital status, education. work experience 
ant? disability status (While substance abuse 
rriental health problems, and domestic violence 
[lade been identified as serious barriers to stable 
einptoyment dnd self-sufficiency CES IS ncit 
aware of any systematic research documenting 
their effects on the length of welfare spells or the 
likelihood of returns to welfare } Women who had 
iiever beer1 married at the time they began their 
first welfare spell experienced a i~nger  than 
average initial spell and were more likely to return 
to welfare (51 percent) compared to married of 
divorced women Women who were wore 
wmcated had shorter spells and less likelihood of 
rec-idivisrn African Americans women had longer 
spclls than Whites and their recidivism rate was 
also higher '' 
A recent study based on a 1997 national surve?' 
found that a majority of welfare leavers lef! 
because of work (69 percent) The lobs they 
entered however, corresponded to the low end of 
tile labor market in terms of hourly wages monthly 
esrriings and lob charactenstics Welfare leavers 
aypt::ally found themselves in the same types of 
Jot6 as low-income mothers who had not beeri rl.n 

welfare recently The study also estimated that 
1 inillion adults left wetfare for at least a month 

L ) F J ~ w ~ : w  1995 and 1997 and that 29 percent of 
!tie ' had retirrned to welfare and were receiving 
rJc *brafits in 1997 



Why Do They Leave? 

Administrative data does no! con!aln informat'or: 
ori the reason(: w h ~  participants leave t he  
CalWCiiiKs program! Therefore. there (s a yea: 
deal o1 tiricertairity oi!rrounding the reasons f o r  
which '3alWORK:; fan-i lks leave :ild S t d i e s  o! 
welfare ieavefs ir other parts of the coi_lntry have 
typicall\: i0urx.l !ha! .a: iarye nialcrity reported 
leaving welfare because they had found woik 
Many .?f these sti~dies howevei. are SubpC! !o 
seiectim bias. since !he most economicaiiy 
siiccessfui farniiles avc2 l ~ k e l y  to be the  most stanle 
and  thrtretore, tho eas~est tn contact '' In addittrsi-1, 
t?viden:'e stig~ests that rnijsl leavers rernd!ii 
eligible tor aiii 

became too depressed to function?2s Without 
further research it is impossible to tell 

When Do They Return? 

This report examined return rates among 
CalWORKs families that left welfare in any of three 
different months and who remained off aid for at 
least one month The target months were Aprii 
1998 October 1998, and April 1999 Of those 
leavrng aid in April 1998, 20 percent had returned 
to aid within 4 months, a little aver 25 percent had 
returned in 8 months and about 28 percent had 
returned at the  end of a full year (see Figure 81 In 
other words nearly three-quarters managed to 
stay off of aid for at least one year The return 
fates for those leaving in October I998 were 
slightly higher but otherwise quite similar to those 
for the April leavers In contrast ttiose leaving in 
April 1999 were substantially less likely to return in 
the first SIX months after leaving aid This pattern 
if il holds up over time, will lead to additional 
caseload decreases Whether or nat increased 
incc'rne through ernployrnent is the reason for a 
family iedvirig welfare there are reasons tc 
believe that families headed by a wage earner will 
have more resources to stay off welfare for longer 
periods of time Figure 9 supports this idea In 
Apri 1998 30 percent of FG cases (33 percent if: 

N r r '  7999) had some earned income For each 1111 

the two targe! months shown in the figure the FG 
families without earned income were more likely to 
return to aid than those  with earned income The 
figure also shows the same decrease in return 
rates Over time that was observed in Figure 8 

Becadse past sturlies have used a variety af 
utiftererit methodologies and come up with widely 
diffe-iny estimates for return rates over time i t  IS 

flfffiLiil i  tc say whether the return rates that h a \ e  
1wf"ii observed are unitsually high or IDW 

?mj-weci tc those tri ofher areas WithuY 

h is t~r  ical 1-0s Angeies County data to  compare 
dydirrisf I! I:. drffrcult to say how unique the current 
refdrrl rates arc It is clear however that in the 
idst twn wars the rates have been decreasinq 
sorrirwtiat This either means that an increasing 



propc;rtion of fort-ier CalWORKr; families are doing 
well 01 tnat athrr conditiors are increasingly 
convircing tori;er 'ecrprents tr stak away fro-' 
welfare 

Case1 oad Corn pos i ti on 

^rhe receni changes in eligibility and requirements 
related to welfare receipt may have le t  I C J  

differences i i :  the makeup of Ihe CalVVOliKs 
caseload Federal changes ii. immrgrsn!s 
cligibiI:!y for benefits (most of ~vhich do not ii(;ipd 

hol,-l I:) i:alifcv>iai mki!d, because of confusiori 

decrease the number of immigrants applying for 
welfare Work requirements and time limits should 
result in some changes in how long people stay on 
welfare The enforcement of sanctions on non- 
ccxnplianl parents should increase !he proportion 
C J ~  cases where only children are aided All of 
t9ese new rules have implications for what kinds 
cif cases are present Ideally the way 1 1 )  which 
recent developments have led to changes in 
caseload composition could be observed CES 
has only recently secured access to some of the 
data necessary for comparison with caseloads of 
the nast 

Figure 8. Percentage of CalWORKs Leavers Returning Over Time, 1998-1999 

. ;  



Figure 9 Return Rates for CalWORKslFG Leavers With and Without Earned income 
- - - _ _  . - ___ - I_ - -- - - 1 ~ _ 7  

Headshiy? !c) facilitate marriage formation among this 
pcspiilatii3r I 

Racial Composition 

Partly because of disparities in the prevalence of 
single-parent and two-parent headed families 
between raciaiiethnic groups, there are parallel 
drfferences in the cornpositron of FG vs U 
caseloads (see Table 2) Blacks who have the 

highest prevalence of single-parent families. are 
much more likely to be receiving CalWORKsiFG 
aid (29 5 percent in April 1998) than CalWORKs/U 
aid 13 tj peiLent In April 1998) The opposite IS 
true for Whites over one-quarter of CalWORKs!U 
tnrniitec were headed by a White person in April 
1948 cormriared to 12 2 percen: of CalWORKs/FC 
~ast31 bring the same montti Hispanics who 
I:or;lprise over !ialf of both tne CalWORKsW and 
i ;alVi'ClRKsT'G caseloads uere almost equally 
represented under both aid categories 
(55 +: perckrii vc  52 9 percent in April 1Y98) 



Table 2.  Race of Head of CalWORKs Case, April 1998-October 1999 

While tw rdtii- .7f FG to U cases flitntr each group 
remained re lz lwl  v roristanl over time there have 
bee!> i ~ i ~ l i ~  strrhinj (manges in t h e  overall 
C . ~ I ~ O S I ~ I U I ~  of LailQQRKs caseloads 4s 
CalWOkK :aseloaas tlave Ileciined ;I 

decreailr:c; c,rop(~rti 31' of fandies aided ?ire 
ticdrled b) Vi htef This I$ especially t r w  for i l  

case' where Whites dropped from 25 9 percent t o  

22  4 ;wrreili '3etween April 1998 and October 
1995 ili upposite but even inore modest trenrf 
cart be a-eeri I -  Table 2 among Blacks antl 
Hisp?nic. I he main finding of interest nowever 
IS that iziliites are decreasing dciosb the boctrtl 
sriicriiy (,alWORKs recipients 

Time on Aid 

recipients tend to accumulate in the system and 
therefore are more l ikely to be part o l  the 
caseioad at any give:] point in time '- I t  has Deen 
estimated based on national data that over 
75 percent of the AFDC caseload at a n y  point 11'. 

t:me wa5 in the process of a welfare "career 
iastrrig 60 months or mole j3 In a natioi;ai study nf 
families on aid between 1983 and 1995 
researchers concluded that a "relatively large 
number of low-income families may face sanctions 
o r  benefit cutoffs as a result of the time limits 
mandated by the 1996 welfare legislation" The 
researchers estimated that 41 percent of the 
curren? welfare caseload would reach the limit 
within 0 years J4 This projection only holds 
however if welfare reform does not cause 
charges in the behavior of potential long-term 
zecrpren7ts the actual number of recipients hitting 
t h c  60-month time limit could. thus be significantrL 
13WP' 

i wk.:ng at the time c)ri aid among CalWORK+ 
iamiites in the County we see that at the lime d 
i:al'dVORKs implementation. more FG and !I 
cases had been on aid more than five years than 
i r i  o!hei category (see Table 3) These long 
k r r n  FG cases have remained relatively stable 



Table 3 CalWORKs Time on Aid .- _ _  .-__l_--l_-_ --L--~l __I ” 

CalWORKslFG 

Apr98 Oct 98 Apr 99 

points A related development IS the decreasing 
proporliori of cases that have been on aid two to 
five years Within the FG and U caseioads this 
category has decreased by four percentage points 
and about six percentage points respectively 
Thus the  caseload is becoming increasingly 
bifurcated, that is the proportions of both shorl- 
and lang-term cases are growing while those of 
middling length are becoming less common 

ll_l__.__l-̂- - -- ____- 
CalWORKslU 

Oct 99 Apr 98 Oct98 Apr 99 Oct99 

ificjt imig-term i::ases h a w  bee;; 
hi i:) ieave welfare is consistent %*i!h 
~t welfare caseioads will increasingly 

consist :?t tr-;c! r~a rde~ i - i r i - s e~e  populalioris-thust: 
weffa: F recipients wnfi are least educated. nave 
tile !c-a‘st i v o r t  experience. a n d  must overcome 
Sarrrtr: lib.,. ‘riental health disorders and 

o w  uvoblems It remains to be seer., 
ei..) spwia l  supportive services. 

weifarc 1 C - w C : r h  services. arid t h e  strrct 
r’eqc!!rements wiil helD these 

.suppo:iiria before they re 

lm rn I g rn n t s 

of Federal aid programs tcr non-citizen legal 
!mmigrants Three major changes occurred with 
the reform of welfare 7 ) eligibility for receiving full 
pubtic benefits is determined by an immigrants 
citizenship not legal status 2) states have greater 
power to determine which immigrants qualify for 
Federal and state public services and 3) 
imn-igrants who arrived in the United States after 
the law’s enactment (August 22 1996) have fewer 
claim5 to services than those who arrived before 
this deadline ’’ In particular the bill made many 
immigrants ineligible for SSI, Food Stamps, TANF 
arid iion-emergency Medicaid The bill created F 

rwr tiered system making aid receipt most dlfficilit 
lor iqmrgrants arriving after 1996 The bill did nut 
prwibi[ States from filling the gap spending state 
mowy t c  aid immigrants ineligible for Federal 
as%tancr hlanb states have partly filled the void 
left by the Federal governments removal of safety 
net pi aqrarns for immigrants Furthermore 
Corigress ‘id5 aiso restored Food Stamp and SSI 



elitqibilit). tf i  specific groups 0: immigrants 
particmrlc, aincwCj diiidren and the elderly The 
rew t ~ ~ I W Y P V W  IS 3 confusing array of separate 
pOY-a:ii: c1113 requirements that the LJrSari 
ix t i tutcr ,  'ias decmec! "patchwork policies *"" 

t?ese r' <ji t'ir Urban Institute attempted t , 

rjrlel #diet) er the Federal Welfare Kefr;rrn 
4 ? of 199t3 anrl subseqi~ent changes at the State 
Iwel 'iave r-,lused legal immigrants and tqeii 

iil3ren tc tall to :ake advantage of Mnefi!s 
Under Califmnia 

! beyid mrnigrants and their childrer :an 
tit. elrqlbl~ f p r  iPalWORKs assistance In addit 01, 
Caiiforiiia i i~. t ;s State funds tG pa) for Food 
siacrtp- *ncnriie-eligible immigrants Despite 
Califw '$0 relative~v generous policies the Urban 
l r ~ ~ t i t ~ i + c ~  s: I t  fcx,nd that the number of newly 
a p p ~ v + v l  ,asps for legal imriiigran: families tiad 
droppc?: evt'Il *(hik there was no change far 
'iti?er> +=adt"i: trii7TiI1es They attrimlted thic, t o  

Y wnlr-h thnv remain eligible 

-.. 
, r i P  ic-6-i  about the  ne-w [ioiicres " 

19 percent by undocumented immigrants By late 
1999, the share of new cases headed by legal 
immigrants had crept back up to 15 percent, still 
well below the 21 percent share of January 1996 
The meaning of these trends will be discussed 
bemu 

As the vast majority of the children aided in legal 
imrnigrant-headed families are citizens, these 
trends may have important consequences for the 
eroncmrc well-being and physical health of many 
young natives The pattern among children in new 
cases IS very similar to that for the heads of their 
families the proportion of children Pew to 
CalWORKs who were in families headed by legal 
immigrants dropped during late 1996 and early 
1997 rising IP 1998 (see Table 4 j  Families 
headed by undocumented parents seemed to be 
relatively unaffected by this trend 



Figure 10. Citizenship Status. Heads of New AFDClCalWORKs Cases, 1996-1999 

>ource 
'a98 

crdi7irriistrattve cia: 1 

'Ma n r  41x11 1996-0ctoher 1997 taken from Table 1 Zimmerman Wendy and Michael Fir 
Cisr Irriiiig immigrant applicabons for Medi-Gal and wetfare benefits In Los Angeles County 

rbaci lnstttiitr Uashmgton 0 L Data fur Apnl 1998-October 1999 from CES tabulattons of DPSS 

elerniinfxl by "first add!" for Urban Institute "Applicant" status lor CES Percentages 
due tn the omission of cases witb rnissing data for citizenship of the case-head Total 

v m t h i k  qyxw. d c  r io  no+ aqua' official DPSS figures because rhev were compiiecf irsing differenl 
1 Ir-rt\odi,loqIe:. 

Table 4 Citizen Children in New AFDCiCalWQRKs Cases by Citizenship Status, Heads of New 
AFOClCalWORKs Cases, 1996-1999 - - - - -__-1__11_1-___ l_l_l_ I _-  - I -II 

Citizen Children of Citizen Children of 
Chrldren in New I-egal ,mmigrants Citizen Children of 
AFDCfCalWORKs Undocumented 



'Table - - - 5.  -_ CalWORKs - - Cases Aided by Citizenship Status of Case-Head- - 
Oct 99 hpr 98 Oct 98 Apr 99 

230 564 227 432 278 262 190 490 
- __________ 

iPatkrl  b y  CitILt,f\ :ie- c o  >8 0 57% 5?9/ 
ast:', deader! r ib Leqdl Immigrant 2.30 r ?  21°, 20% 

1 h" LL'". 22% 

.dses Headed by CtndocumenteO 
9 rnniorant 1 2 s,, 1650 

5 ~ L I G C C  L E S  tatliilatim frcrn UPSS administrative data 

EoaK Not adj~is1~T: far the move in October 1999 of the Pasadena and South Family District 
G+ili,e~ tr thr: LEADER $computer system 

kesea (,her5 a: tt:e Urban Institute also found that 
after velfarc reforrr fewer non-English speaking 
familie5 h a w  dy~plietl and bees approved for 
t v n W s  Far:ii,ies were classified by the self 
fep.irtc ,: irirriai v larigdage of the 'head of fhP 
f m r l v  Iistiw'//b I"P pwson whc originally appiier! 
. c \ r  wPl+we tx- rrefits l-i Januar) 19% 60 perc,ent 
?+ i e w I  4 3pproved families were English-speaking 
16 per. efit wwf. Sparirsh-speakirq, and 4 percent 

spmce : cime ot tw lariguage By JdnUary 1998, 72 
percent ct th+- newly approved families were 
E:qiisti-stx?akmy 25 percent were Spanisti 
speakiwj arid 3 percent spoke other languages ' '  

CalWORKs cases If the tilt towards English- 
speaking and away from Spanish-speaking among 
new cases noted in the Urban Institute report did 
continue through 1998 and 1999, trien it must alsa 
have been the case that English-speaking were 
leabing CalWORKs more rapidly than others 

Urban Institute researchers consider that these 
lecliner in immigrant use of welfare owe more to 
me chilling effects"' of the welfare reform than to 
actual eligibility changes '' Legal immigrants may 
mistakenly belreve that they and their families are 
n o  longei eligible, may be afraid of being reported 
to the I N S ,  of that the use of public benefits will 
affect their ability to become residents 01 to 
naturalize Current welfare policy divides the 
immigrant population into qualified and unqualified 
tmmigrants these two broad categories are 
intended to simplify the law but also expressly 
-eregate several classes of irnmigrants l adu l l y  in 
the Untied States to the same unqualified status 
as t h e  undocumented contributing e v w  more to 
the corlfusion as to who IS arrd who IS :lot 

4-4 e I I g I !,I e 

Welfare reform may be inhibiting legal immigrants 
use of welfare benefits As most children of legal 
mmigrants are citizens new policies may affect 
!he well-being of a group of citizens without intent 



f i  nassible outccme is tClat the citizen children of 
need; legal irnmiqrants will be raised in poorer 
h ~ J s d - # l U 5  dvf grow dp tiu be less self-sufficient 
trw: w~urd  ot'7Praise be thp case 

Sanctions 

'1 ne rspwi  I.:)? AFDC IiivOtved the incfusion i:t cr 
w-ies of new requirements. sanctions, ar!d 
penaltec li? Califorma, sanctions are applied only 

adults that is, c::n!y the adult's and no! the 
ccminr! c!f the grant may b e  cut off A 

sanctimned atiult is considered ineligtble for aib, at 

leas; ienlporat 1 1 ) '  Penallies result in either d 

grm: !wng h 4 d  hack Penalties do not result in 
anyone Seiiig considered ineligible for aid Wher! 
fa+:iiIrrs a x  approved for CalWORKs, or when 
f h e  i: at t e ixf I he ~ r an i t I la I r ede t er rn i na tion meet in CJ 

\age ;> f  the grai;! c>r the adult's portion of 

(a session to reestablish eiigibllity in detail). they 
must shcb proof of the following in order to avoid 
penalties immunization of their preschooi-aged 
children, regular school attendance of their school- 
aye cnildren under 16. and cooperation with the 
District Artorneys office In the  pursuit of child 
support from an absent parent Adults 
participatirrg in CaiWORKs may be sanctioned and 
prevented from receiving aid if they have not 
assigned their child and spousal support rights to 
the Countv or if they refuse to agree to a welfare- 
to-work plan cr fail to show proof of satisfactory 
progress in an assigned welfare-to-work activity '' 
The absence of the adult portion of the grant or 
the decrease in the grant due to penalties may 
result in eccnnmically leaner circumstances for 
poor families It is important to see the extent to 
wtiich this is occurring 

in each rnonth increased from about 4.000 to 
alrnos! 13.000 over this period Over the same 
period. the number of weltare-to-work participants 
more than doubled, explaining most, ff not all. of 
this increase 

Penalties applied since CaiWORKs 
rrnolenientatton while not as numerous as The 
iNwk requirement sanctions follow a Sinlllar trenc' 
(see f iaure 17) Penalties relating to child suppofl 
ld,uuperatiui; more than quadrupled Detweeri 
C)c!obf.?r 1598 and October 1999 (350--1,500). and 
:hose related to child s school attendance more 
t h a n  tripled (200-700) during !he same period 



figure 11. CalWORKs Penalties in Effect, 1998-1999 

I /” 
+ Child Support 
-t- School Attendance 

-+- immunization 

‘10 adults are aided on a ca5e it is considered a 
”( hdd-only“ case if a caretaker adult is unaided i t  

IS usually for one of three reasons 1) the adult I$ 

legally excluded from receiving aid, 2 )  the adult IS 

receiving SSllCAPl (drsability) assistance or 
3) the a d ~ l l  is temporarily ineligible for aid 
because they have been sanctioned as a result of 
program wncompliance 

In 10s Angeles County t h e  most commo? reason 
for a parent or caretaker to be legally excluded 
frc:,i7 aid & that the  adult is an undocumentec 
ir-imigrant Welfare reform increased the  nurnbe: 
of legally excluded adults by denying aid to drug 
trlons and fleeing felons. as discussed above I t  
1‘; t t m u g h  CalWORKs sanctions however that 
$elfdie nlost directly contributes to the child-orlli 

2 Labeload Adults are most frequently sanctioned 
t o r  failing to meet work requirements but they ma)  
aiso sanctioned for refusing to assty1 crt11d 
st:clpor‘ a r d  spousal support rights to the  County 



TI?P gwat majority r.3f cases that have aided adults 
dre siibiect to welfare-to-work requirements ‘This 
.riciudt?s adults in aboii! 108,000 one-parent anrt 
2S,C10(1 two-parent famiftes as of October t 999 
Eventually, r m a r i y  ailults will becutne ineligible for 

aic! twause t h e y  have exceeded program time 
iiml!s b i ~ i  n o  c r̂dirlt will slirpass the CalWL7RKs 
t , w - y e a r  time limit uritii 2003 

ling i!: an inyiIiry coriducted by the Federal 
clover’inient the child-only caseioad nationatiy 
increased l.w almmt 150 percent between 19Rh 
W I ~  1997 Butt? ChikJ-Only and aided-adult case? 

:asri- murc :ha’ dolibled (n number Netfare 
zx.el(Jads have been falling nationally since the 
wd-1930s and child-only cases fell by auoti! 
27 w c e n t  between 1997 and 1998 The overail 
TANF caseioad has  declined more rapidly !bar1 
:’a’ve hilrl-only cases however the latter have 

Arc@v !betwpe- 1988 and 1994 but child-urll, 

reawd !hPr fraztion of the total caseioar! 

A ~ Y  x? the comtry nearly ane-quarter r>* ‘bf- 

~ e l f d i ~  z a s e ~  operi Jurlng 1996 arid 1997 w m c  

91 Id f i i y  rases an0 61 percent ui these child 
P\ dses had at least one parent present i i  ttic 

( u r m  5 he chilo-only share of the caselaad was 

t’ul &boi.it 86 percent af child-only cases I I  

Callfnrnia had a: least one parent present in ttw 
!tome Another way in which California stood cluI 

fiorn tt.f? nationai average was that of the case: 
*it“ I a ren t s  present in the home tmmigratiqn 
‘Idtus was  the reason for the parents ineligihilit) 
58 F W C e I l t  c)f the trme-more thari du&e the 
rlatlors?i average This is not surprising given that 
q’(-r* indn :Limer6ted immigrants live iii California 
11 1 I arbj cther state O n  the other !mw 
jidreiP ir :,nlr?ornr.~ E: c k l d  only cases &eft? fes.: 

thP sari:e in California as the rest Of the riatrT,ri 

lrkely than the national average to be ineligible 
because of SSI receipt (25 percent vs. 38 percent) 
or because of a welfare-related sanction 
(9 percent vs 15 percent) 

Federai researchers have suggested a number of 
possible causes for the growth )I: child-only 
caseloads These include increasing local efforts 
to enroll eligible adults in SSI programs, the 
greatly increased number of adult aid recipients 
subject to welfare-to-work requirements and 
therefore vulnerable to sanctions, and social ills 
that have led to increasing numbers of children 
being placed with caregivers who are not their 
parents 4 7  In California the increasing numbers of 
ineligible immigrants is very likely another cause 
for the growth of the child-only caseload 

Data 07 CalWORKs families in Los Angeles 
County show that since the implementation of 
CalWORKs the number and proportion of chiid- 
only cases has increased in both FG and U cases 
(see Table 7) In fact, the percentage of all FG 
cases that were child-only increased ny 
6 percentage points over a year and a half 
similarly the proportion of child-only U cases 
increased by 5 percentage points between Aprrl 
1998 and October 1999 This was paralleled by 
a’-. equal increase in the proportion of all aided 
children who were in child-only cases 
Furthermore. while the total number of aided 
children has  decreased since the implementation 
of CalWORKs in both FG and U cases the 
absolute numbers of children who are in child-only 
cases have actually increased This is in contrast 
to the situation nationwide where the share of 
child only Lases has been increasing. but absolute 
numbers have been in decline 



Table 7 CalWORKs Cases in Los Angeies County by Child-Only Status, 1998-1999 
7-- I Cal WORKsIFG ! CaIWORKslU I 



Labor Market 
? *  theit. is $'!IF' ynrasc that s u m s  up the tnrl:st 0: 

welfari. refcrrryi I< this 'Get a job! Through i! 
xmt3ir:aticrri of financial incentives and suppor. 

orrnmd weifare proqrarns aiip to mdke 
vmrkerl; wt 0' alrn3st all adult welfare recipients 
1 -  CCi iforria and in most other states t h 6 1  

~n( e 4 w s  ant3 support sewices are intended t;, 
makc. worb pay aliowing parents lo increasf 

their 'ctal rT70nthly incomes withou! having t:I 

dbwrt) JII 11f the c.os!s (transportation. chi@ care 
etc I c3qwcrated with employment Welfare time 
limirc. are ,in ddderl encouragement tn parents 
u q n y  trien. t u  work ROW and tc) "bank their 
m o n t h  of welfare eligibility against poteritidi 
y;hlessness 10 future vears '' Welfare reforyrr 
i~cludes Gnt2  dtldltional reason to wi'rk 

sarictior-q- trip tlireat nf havlng some or all o f  '+ 
weltaria qrdni withheld when prograrri 
requirPrntv+S dre r o t  r'nri 

'+ :E:eq~ .nectsures--th~ rncentwer supports m d  
sd'icti('ris -rdrictlt>ri ~5 planned increased 
emplot 71e~it dmdny welfare recipients arid amoriy 
's~mildi pa'wts who would otnerwise be eligible for 

welfari co~ilrl be expected The eftects or the 
fncer:twes suppods and sanctions howevw 
Luuld iio : ~ i t i t e C i  if the incentives supports and 
saricticiris arr  iwf sufficiently strong it job 
opportri?jties are not plentiful. or i f  there are other 
dnplic:an!a c.onteridinq with welfare reciprents for 
l'ie s<Arr,cI I O ~ S  

There are some pressing questions to ask about 
p b  creation and welfare reform Can Los Angeles 
County create enough jobs to absorb all welfare 
recipients? Will another recession halt or even 
reverse progress in moving recipients into the 
labo: market? Will the Los Angeles County 
economy create the types of jobs that welfare 
recipients can fill7 Will the jobs welfare recipients 
take pay above-poverty wages7 

Scinie of these questions are answered 1'1 this 
section, while others are deferred to CES's next 
report on the success of welfare-to-work In 
addition, we discuss how welfare recipients' labor 
force participation may affect the working poor 
parents and individuals with whom welfare parents 
are competing for jobs. Finally. we present and 
analyze Los Angeles County employment trerlds 
amcrig single mothers and welfare participants i r i  
t h e  aftermath of welfare reform 

Recession 

Welfare researchers throughout the country have 
documented how a booming economy facilitates 
recipients' transition off welfare and into the 
workforce Although certain researchers believe 
that declining welfare caseloads are unrelated lo 
job prospects,'q there is broad consensus among 
researchers that the booming economy has been 
d significant cause of falling welfare dependence 
011 !tie eve of weifare reform, a study by the  
CoLincil of Economic Advisers estimated that 31 - 
45 percent of caseload changes through 19% 
were due to economtc factors xi In the  aftermath of 
welfaw refsrm. researchers have found declining 
unernployment rates to b e  responsibie for 
9-7 9 percent of the decline in caseloads 

Although r7 strong emnomy has greatly aided 
recipients in becoming workers the role of an 
expanding economy in facilitating the transition of 
welfare parents into work may decline over the 
corning years Should a recession c m u r  in the 



iieaf f Ititre p j t i  prospects for welfare recipients 
will dec-mt- The labor market becomes much less 
roTpt3'JiVk? KjhE'P h? eCOnOnly IS booming 
niahi;x ,t easier for welfare recipients to find and 
retain ,ohs C,Lviverselb during periods of slow 
yrnwt: arid r e r e w m  welfare lF:a,ers are more 
l ike ly  ! ( I  1xe f h c v  ~ O C J S  and recipients will face 
s?rffer ovpetrfrcr, f u  p P  gopeninys Further the 
rtorlomir, SIJPPO~! provided by a recipient's partner 
uouI~I -itso tend tc decline during periods of slow 
ymw'ti T h u s  recession will tend to drive up the 
welfare ?asrloa(lf3 bk makmg it difficult to leave the 
Metfare svsteni  and wdl came mernployw' 
parent. i t )  rernarn depcrident on weifaw 

The t VJS Angeles Cotmy economy has  been 
steaddi creating j^ib~--b~th skilled and unskitlecl- 
for sewrsl )ears In trie past year lc~cal economic 
qruwth 7 : s  frriallv cadght up with the national trend 
k r  ttlp f l r $ t  tin16 i r  [en years Although the 

natiora and IO"riI e ' m ~ o ~ i e s  Continue to expand 
ia,hc)r yi wtti t ias dcrwe~.f in the last several years 
T h e  State a n l  na+imal labor grcM'1tl rates 
t-irsplayr f i r  t I ~ I J ' C  ' 2  indicate that economic 

growth has already slowed somewhat in the labor 
market Similarly, national income (Gross 
Domestic Product) growth began to slow in 
1997 '' 
Since the earliest economic monitoring efforts in 
18.54, new business cycles have started in the 
United States rougnly every five years If hislory is 
a guide, i t  would appear inevitable that a recession 
will occur sometime in the  next few years The 
current economic expansion is already the longest 
peacetime expansion in recorded American 
history History also indicates that Los Angeles 
Codnty has experienced each of nine post-war 
recessions along with the rest of the country 
Recently Los Angetes County spent longer in 
recession than did the rest of the country, it 
nonetheless went into recession at roughly the 
same time 



Figure f 2 :  Employment Growth, 1989-1999 
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Emplvyriient growth IS the pcrwnlage change In annual average employment 

such  as department store cashier and hotel maid 
positrons are eliminated When the cyclicat jobs 
that working class men tend to hoid begin to 
disappear this is also likely to affect single 
mothers For many low-income mathers with 
rionmarital partners. especially live-in norimarital 
partners. a downturn in men s employment may 
mean a loss of vital Income Thus, a recession IS 
likely to have both direct and indirect effects on the 
propensity of poor single mothers to apply for aid 

Although recession will clearly create temporary 
setbacks in the success of welfare reform. it may 
not necessarily undermine reform over the long 
r u n  Prim t(! the recession of the early 1990s and 
during the last few years, 10s Arigeles County has 
or! net created between 50,000 and 100,000 jobs 
anrwally [see Figure 13) The problem 15 ttia! 
welfare recipients are not necessarily competitive 
with other applicants for these jobs 



Figure 13. Welfare Caseload and Net Job Creation, Los Angeles County, 1985-1 999 
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bole ?Jet job creation is the ner change in the number of lobs held by Los Angeles County residents Welfare 
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Unskilled Job Creation worker to find jobs as maids, textile workers 
cashiers nursing aides child care workers, and 
wartresses '' 

Strong job growth in recent years has meant that 
even the uneducated and the unskilled have been 
able to access the local labor market.% Job growth 
in the industries employing disproportionately hign 
numbers of welfare recipients has been relatively 
strong aver the last several years (see Table 8)  
Growth in occupations caring for the elderly has 
been strong and will continue to be fueled by the 
aging of the population The local apparel industry 
has grown quickly. despite lackluster performance 
i l i  the rest of the country With the exception of 
department stores growth in the low-wage 
industries has been particularly strong in recent 
years in 1-0s Angeles Counry 

single parenl can siipport three children at a 
levei just above the poverty /me if  she works full 
time and year-round at the current $5 75 minimum 
wage if she receives Food Stamps and free 
schoo! meals and if she takes advantage of the 



F edeia EITC So, I. can be expected that welfare 
kkwe's will have trwble rnaking ends meet i f  thev 
d e  1 r iabk Ic1 fmd fslf-tine work or if t hey  Lire 
w i d w e  to remain steadily employed throughout the 
'fed, -nis is wny 11 IS important to mderstaid 
i n s k  t i  ed ivdtare fecipients prospects for full-tiine 

i r i  fact lob opportunities for lcscs 
jLialitie c! worker 5 d o  not offer much promise for 
' i q b  raminq5 01 steady advancemen! The jobs 
iarrv with ther~i d high risk of recurring 
urtemplayn ent a r d  layoffs Significant proportions 
?) f  these types rrf joos are on a part-time 
schdoi t -  '$ Averagr yearly earnings in these 
industfies are lov% compared with the Countywrde 
average However earnings growth in fhese 
I ?r jubtf ie? ria5 kep' pace with the  Goiintywid+ 

\cf Aork 

average during the 1990s Setting aside the fast- 
growing temporary help and home health care 
industries average annual pay among employers 
of welfare recipients has risen about 20 percent in 
unadjusted dollars since the recession Increases 
in the minimum wage in 1996 and 1998 helped 
sustarn wages in these industries 

Clearly a low-wage job can lift a recipient out of 
poverty however, such Jobs do not likely provide 
urxvard mobility for most recipients For the most 
part welfare recipients might enjoy upward 
mobilitv i f  t h e y  invest in their skills and education 
or if growth in moderately skilled jobs increases 
opportunities for the less-skilled 



Table 8. Employment and Real Earnings Growth, Selected 
Industries, Los Angeles County, 1991-1998 
-I___---_ _I_ -----_ -----.__I 

'997 1998 1 W 0  

Employment Real Earnings Jobs 
Lrnwth Growth ( 1  000s) 

- Yo ,t, 

____I ~ - -  __-I____-_--_" - 
A) ,  InctusvIes - 1  4 3 947 

Selected lndustnes 

ApparPI Manidactunrq 

Ueparrmrnt Stores 

r nod Stores 

Restaurants arid R n  

Hotels 

4rivate tlousehalds 

16 3 845 

8 -9 110 

-111 - 1  62 

4 7 52 

11 24 1 

L 12 42 

37 :3 42 

- 

- a ~ i - ~ d ~  Services I t  4 18 

'3hduty Shops b -3 1 1  

i4uildinq Services 2 rl 0 30 

-eiqiorary Help a r  1 1  121 

Wrsil,g m d  Personal L ~ I F U  19 10 41 

--lonir health Care 116, -10 11 

t:tiilg Care 39 9 13 

Residential Care 15 2 16 

boLirce CES calculations from Untmployrntm Insurance records provided 
to C€S by EDD 
Notc5 Industries listed are those found by the Economic Roundtable 

lo be most likely to employ welfare recipients in Los Angeles County 

-__.__- -1_1 - _ -  --___I- ---- 

Wages and Welfare Caseloads find and keep jobs Parents who cannot find 
steady, full-time work paying wages much above 
the minimum, however will have limited incentives 
t r )  leave welfare and will probably not be able tc 
support their family at a level above the poverty 
line if thev do leave Increases in the California 
n i i n i r n m  wage to $6 25 in January 2001. and 
$6 75 tri January 2002 should help but minimum 
wage workers will still have difficulties supporting a 
farnilv at a level above the ,pverty line 



Heal wages qave grown more slowly in 
1 z)s Arigeles Count) than in the rest of the country 
o ~ e r  We past decade Erecause unemployment ir 
!_a Aiiqeles Comtv has been consistently higher 
than in other parts of the county since the earl\ 
1990s this 15 hardly surprislng FOrttJnatdv 
waqes ~r .  t h e  tocaI economy have begun to rise 
f e ( ' e ' l i l y  a>> lanor rlemartd has increased and 
rinervrioyrment has fallen (see Appendix Bj 

Real \+ages f ~ i r  htqh schoo! graduates and for 
r'iale Angeleno; 'lave riser1 if, recent years as 
iuiict 14 cndic.ates Men's real wages have rtsei-1 

inme :ramaticaliv because the recent econarnic 
t9pdlwC3'~ irt Los Angeles Courtv seems lo have 
'avrwr! t M 3  type., of jobs men are more likely tn 
Perforiv Another ieason men s wages have ri:;eri 
more q,ii:,kly rtiar-8 women's wages is that women's 
labor ff-rrce paflirtpation has been rrsrrig at a faster 
ratta 'Vher? ninre wmier'i enter the labor force 
thei ?- 2 I) yeaker cmpetit ion for jobs typtcally 

Pte wcnnen slowing the growth in real 
$a+?. C s ,  wwii ir Figure 15 the declrnc. ii' 

unemployment rates among men has been more 
rapid than the decline rates among women 

Real *ages for high school graduates have risen 
in recent years, whereas wages for high school 
dropouts have remained faidy flat in Los Angeles 
County Flat wage growth for high school 
dropouts has occurred even though there have 
been rapid declines in unemployment among high 
school dropouts Recent migration patterns have 
reduced the supply of educated workers and 
increased the supply of uneducated workers 
Population estimates indicate that the Los Angeles 
County labor force has become increasingly Latino 
and decreasingly White due to the emigration of 
young White adults out of the County as well a5 
the rapid migration af middle-aged Latinos into the 
County Given that the White youths migrating GLlt 

of the Los Angeles County tend to be more 
educated than t h e  immigrants attracted to trle 
County. there IS good reason to believe that the 
supply of educated workers in the local econonly 
has declined in recent years 



The C 7s 4nyeles Ccurity trend in wages for 
: I r lSkh3 ' j  mrkess follows the natiunal trend over 
the past few decades of real wage growth among 
rnore educated w m e r s  and fiat or even negative 
real qrovvth fcJr less educated workers In 
paRit. uldr the ecanrmy has mcreasingly rewarded 
AIjliegP-educater! workers for several reasons 

First, they are more likely to have computer skills 
which are in ever-increasing demand Second 
they tend to work in industries that do not compete 
agains! firms in low-wage foreign countries Third 
persons with less than high school education are 
ofter immigrants who lack English skills valuable 
to employers 

Figure 15. Unemployment Rates by Education and Gender, Los Angeles County, 1992-1999 
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Impacts on the Working Poor workers and to what extent will i t  reduce wages? 
Labor economists believe entry of welfare 
reciptents into the labor market will initially lead to 
the  displacement of other workers with similar 
labor market characteristics They predict welfare 
recipients who Succeed in finding jobs wit! usually 
displace other less-skilled working women in the 
early years after the labor supply increase Over 
time. the displaced workers will firid jobs and the 
overall effect will be felt in unskilled workers' 
Wages 

There IS some evidence that this may already be 
happening Current Population Survey data 
ii?diCa!e that L.lriemployment among ternale heads 
of househuld t%\ risen and that the wages cif 



(emale heads of household have deciined relative 
to those of other Icss-educated women Although 
the rnrredsing labor force participation among 
s inge rriothers has insreased their unemployment 
rate I? 's less clear whether it has reduced wages 
f, br othc:r less-etlucaied women If the single 
ncthers wha recently began working have fewer 
akiils than their counterparts with lengthier work 
nisforte'J. this ii' itself would reduce average 
wages without necessarily affecting the wages of 
trw women with longer work histories 

Fhrther research comparing the s k i l l >  and wage:, 
9 former rectprents ti,  other single mothers coiild 
:lar.rty thrs qCJeStiC)il Ir ?he course of its research 
Jn the GAIN welfare-to-work program CES hopes 
:c l e l w  in greater detail about recrpients' and 
ceavers empinymen! characteristics Knowing 
more ahsut the jobs current and former welfare 
recipients hold will nelp in identifying others with 
vchon : w y  may be cornpeting for work 7 v s  
:iforiiii11iwi w il help us come to firmer rxnclusions 

cII.mc:I $ %  uagr anc ciisolacenlerif effects of 
&elfare reform 

Work Participation and Earnings 
of CalWORKs Recipients 

The Federal Welfare Reform Act requires states to 

ensuw that a: least 40 percent of aided parents 
d.iring 2000 are engaged in worh oi work-related 
activities for at least 30 hours per week States 
that fail to meet this goal and that have not 
dcci:rnulateU sufficieril credits for reducing their 
welfare I aseloads face financiai penalttes More 
stringent are the Federal requirements regarding 
twt-parer! households states now need to ensure 
tiiat 90 percent ot tm-parent welfare families have 
-I' teast o w  parent wcrrhrng or partrcipating in 
v d : d r e  t U-worb a-li 'r i t le~ for a total of at least 15 
ki x i r c  kiur nwsk Meeting the i - q i i  &or/( 
f.jrticipation requirements for twn-parent families 
rids t:iter? proclernarrc only 25 percent )I  

I :alifu-r iiU rvm-parent families worked ?be required 
r imber  h o l i i ~  i f 1  "997. and despite at, 
i i i '  v a s e  r , r ? l i  36 percent me1 requirements i l l  

1998 The difficulty of meeting the two-parent 
requirement has caused several states, including 
California, to establish separate State-funded two- 
parent programs that are not subiect to the 
Federal participation requirements 

Welfare-to-work activities encompass much more 
than finding employment Those welfare 
recipients who cannot find jobs must participate in 
the Countys core employment program for 
participants with a work requirement The GAIN 
program predates welfare reform by ten years 
and continues to assist recipients with p b  training 
job search child care, and other services 

Welfare reform has dramatically increased the 
numbers of participants served by the GAIN 
prcvgram Using a gradual phase-in process. GAIN 
has been able to enroll all those who are required 
by law to participate in welfare-to-worh activities 
The Cmnty has also enrolled recipients whc~ 
voluntarily comply with welfare-to-worh 
requirements and has begun to sanction 
recipients who fail to meet their GAIN participation 
reauirements 

Labor Force Participation Among Single 
Mothers 

Single mothers have rapidly joined the workforce 
over the last decade At the beginning of the 
decade. married mothers were more likely to work 
than were single mothers Single mothers h a v e  
become increasingly likely to work. while married 
mothers' likelihood of working has not significantlv 
changed (as seen in Figure 161 The trend began 
to accelerate in 1995. several years prioi to the 
implementation of welfare reform Single-mother 
empioyment has risen throughout the country In 
Los Angeles County, the increase sin?e 1995 has 
been even more dramatic with the rrdds of D 

single inather working increasing from onr-in-twr) 
10 two-rn-three Single mothers are now more 
:ikely than tneir married counterparts to work 



Figure '16. Employment Rates of Mothers, 1992-1999 
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f i l t r c , ,  i t i t i  <wages have continued 10 grow for 
marriec! r-notheic they have been flat for the last 
several years amontj single mothers 7 hi% 
in'licatas tnat the labor supplv tn~rease has 
~citpact:d :tic? expansion in job oppartunitres 
vxxsi t31e t i ,  single nlothers I f  single mothers 
behave as economists would expect, they are 
joining the labof force in response to incentives, 
'IQWWEI in this case the single mothers are 
i iea ly  - i d  responding to wage growth Thus Ihe  
klxr supplv iricredse among single nothers would 
iippear to be i? response to non-market iicenttvus 
.7u:k 2% tht irlcentives ciealed by social policv 
7 tie a xzsasecl qwiprosit? of the EiTC bas helped 

v.: ww: cdesrit:1e3 sbove i r i  the Pmici, 
C r ~iir,i~;ient sectisni Welfare rtiforrl m a y  GISO 
'?a!/e pidyed rl siqnificdnt role, even though 'he 
tiem-! p i d a t e s  tne passage of tne Federal reforni 

!,I I' 'Ar t4a re -tc-,-ivor k prograin 5 I ih F. L os Angeies 
GAltu pruyranl had been 111 operation 

1 IFfhC. Wc71 f T i U ' t :  atlrac t1.e to rf?la'lVt.!y lJnSklIlc?d 

since t he  late 1980s albeit with a much smalie: 
mandatory population In addition time-iimrted 
welfare began to be discussed seriously D y  

Federal policymakers several years prior to official 
approval of the reform package I t  IS possible that 
(he "announcement effect" of welfare reform 
proposals helped accelerate the tendency of 
single mothers Lo work 

The Labor Force Participation of Welfare 
Recipients 

The !ask of movlng families frony welfare to self- 
5ufficiency becomes more difficult as the  caseioad 
(ierlines as i t  has for severat years As .?idults 
witi l sti onqer employment skill5 ano more work 
f;istoiy move tnto steady ernploymen: arid off 
welfare the reniaining families are longer-term 
re< ipients with fewer employment skills and nmre 

harr:ers to employment This m a y  be one reason 

& h y  E rriploynient rates among aided welfare 
reripleiits stavec! relatively flat ovei the cmod 



Delween Apirl 1998 and October 1999 
Ernpicyn’ient did increase among aided adults 
overall diirrng this period-but only frorr 
.$O percent to 32 percent. led by increases of just 
a e r  s) percent among both men and women in 
two-oarent families The most dramatic 
&vrlispcnent over this period was the success of 
tile !..a:c; h g e l e s  County DPSS in boosting the 
;~opo-Iiori f aided adults enrolled if1 wetfare-to 
woi k dctivit!er, Countins both employment and 
Jvelkrt.. L -work together participation increased 
tror ~26 Dercerit in April 1998 to 64 percent tr 
i.Ptcbcr 19% The most dramatic increases were 
amurig women in single-parent famiiies primarily 
smqk i-mtber:, 

For  the fir:;t 18 to 24 months of their welfare-to- 
worK participation (depending on when they began 
ceceiving aid as discussed previously), welfare 
recipien?s f ?:I meet !heir work requirements 
Wfth\-JiJ’ a(-tu,illv securing employrnienf According 
:( :!IW nt;.eds they may become involved in p S  
iearcn ar,tivws joo training short-term remedial 
edtfss!tr 113 Ijttter programs designed to help 

them find or prepare for employment Most 
recipients without full-time jobs are initially 
channeled into the Job Club, a program that 
rnvolves motivational exercises, job-seeking shtiis 
training, and job search activities. Those who do 
not  find full-time work after three Weeks of Job 
Club are evaluated for skill deficits or other 
barriers and may be channeled into joo training 
programs 

Figure 1 7  illustrates these trends in employment 
and welfare-to-work participation The two bottom 
stripes in the figure represent the  proportions of 
aided women in CalWORKsiFG cases wtio art: 
employed and not enrolicd in GAIN. and who are 
employed and also enrolled in GAIN, respectivelv 
Although the former shrank and the latter swelled 
between I998 and 1999 the total employment 
among these women grew by less than 
1 5 percent Likewise, the proportion nf 

nonworking aided women remained roughly the 
same, but rnore and more of them enrolled iri 

GAIN over this period 



Figure 17. Aided Female Adults in Single Parent Cases, Ages 20-59, Los Angeles County, 
1998-1999 
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Not Employed. in GAIN 

1' rna7 n i x  t lJb;  driwng woriien in CalWOHKs/Fb 
L d ~ r : ,  t ~ a i  GAIN enrollment climheb Arriong all 
Iided  adult^, !PP share of employed welfare 

recipieots wno were rrlrolled in the GAIN program 
iiicreaserl rapidti. (jvpr that time period In April 
1498 inlp o w  in 'we working recrpienis were 
enrolled In t h e  GAIN program Eighteen months 
later ip-hal' 7: working welfare parents #(?re 
ew>iIe:! ir, GAIh htorkirtg parents remain ir; 

GAIN tjeL-ause rhev ale not working enough holirc, 
mee! wgrk iequirements thev are -ec,eiuiriq 

se?iic(:c 11 i t i q  are receiving past- 
Crriplovniwt SPY , I (  P'., 

requ rerneiits b y  rricreasing ihetr work liours rather 
than through other activities s u c h  as job trarcirng 
or lot; search 

The -umber of hours employed welfare recipients 
arc actually working is not known-but a i l  
educated guess can be made I f  an assumption 1s 
made rhat working welfare parents all earn the  
California minimum wage, it can be inferred that 
t he  average working CalWORKs mother spent 30 
hours weekly at work during October 1999 and 
the overage working father spent 33 hours weekly 
at work It 5 nore realistic 15 assume that working 
Daren& make wages in excess of the mir i i f i i [ l~~  

waye an7  are probably working fewer hcJLJiS 
aveiaae f t a r r  the first cdlcuiation Kegardlesr - *  

trie acsuription about average wages earned 1 'r 

recipients the  implrcatiori is that work hours ridbe 

:)em ic.tl the rise 

i t  15 a l w  wortli noting that the share of aided 
ia:ijLt,es reporting some earnings i m e  during tho 



first year and one-half of welfare reform, from 
23 percent In April I998 to 30 percent in October 
19% Part of this increase came from new 
ernploymen: anong aided adults but ernployrr~ent 
arwng iinaided adults whose incomes arf' 
' G U I  ited in tne deteminatian of case-level benefits 
nisc, appears tcl have risen This masy t r y  
nsunce indicate more employment arnonr: 
i~ridoeumenle~f land therefore. ineligible) parents 
wtios,t7 children receive weltare 

Tracking the Employment Experiences of 
Recipients 

Serious data issues are a barrier T O  being more 
informative and more definitive about the impacis 
r t f  CalWCIRKs o n  the employment of adult welfare 
iecipients \,ritlcal job cqaractenstrcs such a5 

t - c t w  and hourlv wages are tracked by GAIN 
horkers tor GAIN participants but hours and 
wage' h r  other employed participants da in1 
.q)pe4ir t i  hr !racked '' With :he administrative 
rldt<j dva i lab l~  if 15 possible only to guess at the 
p apt rtion of t he  case\oail meeting requirements 
r y  t'\tlrnati?y ' I O U I S  worked based on repork3 
Farnirrqs :miv half of working welfare recipients 
.jrc efTrnllcd i r i  the GAIN program rhis proportior\ 

rc.a>cd ;apidlk aver tnc first !t? months of 

wel'are reform Because stable longer-term 
workers are not well represented %ithin GAIN. the 
data derrved from GAIN provides a biased picture 
uf the t.~nployment ot welfare recipients The tach 
I - I ~  hours wage, and job characterlstic data for 
rion-GAIN workers lirnlts the ability to analyze the  
employmont of a// recipients 

The Pasadena and South Family Ulstrrct Offices 
handle about 8 percent of the total Los Angeles 
Lourit) CalWORKs caseload, and data on those 
families is currently unavailable If the two offices 
haridled f J d y  d random selection ot families lhrs 
n;igh+ not be especially problematic but this is not 
'he case CalWORKs cases handled by these 
offices are different from cases for which data is 
available throughout the time period of this study 
Adult recipients handled by the Pasadena and 
Snuth  Family offices are less likely to be employed 
than are recipients at other offices Adults from 
?hese ciffices are significantlv more likely to be 
?nroiled in the GAIN program Of all adults f:om 
!ht. two offices 28 percent were enlotled t r ?  GAlN 
i r i  April IY3h but only 22 5 percent ot all other 
ddt~lt: wwe cnrolled in GAIN 



income, Poverty, and Hardship 
v l ' e l l a ~ ~  refilrrTi !-J! Id affect the ecsnonitc well 
winq : fdrnilies in Los 4nqeles Countv in several 
wag: I' iniqbt imprwe family well-being i,~, 
l0osting the ea r i iq s  or child support income of 
uslod 3:  parents er DY increasing the proportion 

of tandies that are stabie and headed by two- 
parent 01. the other hand familtes In which 
parert: iirci I I  saricticns for noncompliance wilt- 
progiai:. recquiiecnents and t e e n  parents wtii 

' P f g f J  rash assistanre? rather than comply with the 
rf.qoireP~~c;.~.t tnat they live with ielalives are Irkelk 
' J  be \nlorsEa off than they had been in the past 
!h is  stv-ticri ask'; PO'& !he plusses and minuses 
r>alanzr l i i i f  

Poverty impacts Among 
Recipients 

FLN !he ; ) - J Q c ; s ~ ~  of this report, being poor or living 
in o~..we~v means navrnq a family lnconie that falls 
ci! o r  !wIw :tie ?)cw?rtv Thresholds established by. 
trie iJi-i~led States Burea!; of the Census." Foi. 3 

faniliy ionsistiit:; of m e  parent and two related 
rnino: ciiildren the 2000 Poverty Threshold was 
Sl3,874.67 Tne Poverty Threshold does not take 
KI?G ncr.aJn! assets (such as houses 01 cars! 0 1  

debts clkr s ludwt  i uaw o r  credit card balances) 
di-id S L ~  ibis sectivii f'3cuses stricciy on tarnit) 
IilCOIIlF 

that an increased proportion 01 the  remaining 
aided families are in extreme poverty 

Irl ,rdei t c  ijriderstarid welfare reform impacts or, 
income an3 poverty, I? would be ideal tc take int@ 
a,coiint the fult package nf support provided to 
reLipients CalWORKs families receive a cash 
grant Food Stamps benefits subsidized scnooi 
meals free health insurance coverage and 
ii'come soJrces, such as urlernploymen! benefits 
I-Y child sL,pport Working recipients also have 

earnings and are eligible for some tncome from 
the EIPC Some may also receive housing 
suSsidfes (As was true before welfare reforrri 
Catifornia daes no: reduce welfare families cash 
grants by a full dollar for every dollar earned As 
was noted previously parents who are working at 
lev. wages and less than full-time have "ieir qravts 
rediiced %iignLy more under CalWORKs than 1 ; ~ :  

beer the rase under AFDf, ) This ( rm9ina'ic!v if 

aid and income sources nelps recipients S ~ J ~ P O ~  

their families The 1936 7 998 Califomla nii?imum 
wage hikes and the more generous Federal FITC.. 
have made it possible for a single parent with as 
many as three children to be considered non poor 
i f  he or she works full-time and year-round at the 
minimurn w q e  @ 

In addition to earnings cash assistance F w d  
Stamps and tax credits poor families may rely on 
other government programs such as subsidized 
services The reform provides families wit:) 
services they might not have received in the pre- 
reform world Existing recipients now have 
i m p ~ v e d  access In child care transportation arld 
train ~g senwx:, The availabrlriy of these 5ervif;es 
t tffectiwlv i-icreases Ihc inrnmcs of welfare 
famlie: bpr bLJc-,e recipierltc, ilse ltieri 3 n c j  C P ~  

fIP\l< l r j  P'y < ~ i l ' - f i t - ~ O c h e t  ~ C I  thPni 



or became !rteligible for benefits under PRWORA. 
:estrictms or1 Food Stamps benefits have still 

made it more difficult fiJr some mimigrant parents 
tc support a farr.ily Rising numbers of recipients 
rEcei\re smaller checks when they are sanctioned 
fci falitire to follnw new rules The rather sm;ill 

welfare j a  nc?t rt:ceive any additional cash benefits 
!:I ~ " r  the expense of another rriotfth lo feed as 
a rewit af t W  retrently-enacted family cap policy-. . 
L- c;;jc Stamps and Medi-Cai sre however, 
ava!Idiile for these c:iildren. The 60-month Iifetme 
Iin;it ::'-i Lal'vVORKs receipt b y  adults iilso 
threatens 5 ~ n 1 e  iainilies. Lilt nore will react\ that 

pi:jniOr' 9 re<:ipieclts w h o  give birth @bile c)i"i 

T h e  ificonie and poverty status of welfare families 
~vert? trached over the first 18 months of reforn- li 
was mserved that over the April 1958 lo October 
1999 limp period '' the share of welfare families 
s!$fering trorn extreme poverty (with famil) income 
t>elow 50 percent .,f the Federal Pwerty 
Threshold) held relatively steady (see FiqurL- 78) 
Cirliy 3 sliqhtly higher proportion of aided farnilies 
were liviri?j iri extreme poverty in October 1999 
thari in April 1998 Extreme poverty iwreased 
~~rtmari iv among iamihes without full-time W(?TK)rlij 

d & J k  Aided single-parent families are more 
Ilcrly to be headed by non-working parents T'le 
:voportiori of single-parent welfare families living I I  I 

extreme pove4y rose slightly from 22 percent to 
Z 3  percent Over the initial 18 months of retorn- 

Figure 18 CalWORKs Families rn Extreme Poverty. Los Angeles County. 1998-1999 
_-_ _- -_" -- _- -  .-.....---_I---- 
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Figure 19 CatWORKs Families in Poverty. Los Arigeles County, 1998-1999 
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i jrniiirstrativr records 

rdotc- giver 
w e  fdmilies with total incomes below this level are considered tc; be living if: poverty the poverty rate is the 
percent,3ge n: families living in pave$ In the calculdtlons made for this report a familys rash welfare grant 
rocid $lamps earrmgs and other unearned iricomr are coiinted toward !he family s total income Calculations 
exLliirlT' families served by DPSS offices that mnvwtw t( thr, hew i EADER case management system during 
tnc5 tl.nP jicff-loil 

I h~ Federal government annually determines t l l i -  t,.vel of itiLcme necessary to sustaiv a family ot 

Economic Hardship Among 
Recipients 

;litfit L J l i Y  making ends meet, feeding their faff7ileS 

3r:d paying for rent and Litillties 



show< that although most families were able 11 

pay t w i r  riectricity bi l ls-did not have I 

w,c)nriecti@n rluring the previous year- 1 i 
yercen' did tirlve their electricity disconnected (set- 

4ppendix k for details 3 n  the sLirveyl This clearii 
affectcd [heir quality of life and their ability to work 

cock store faoc oi heal their l imp 

Responden!$ a l x  experienced hardships paving 
fa cthci bills Moreover two-thirds ot the sainplt- 
had lo ask reintibes ~r mends for help 

11, grdpr :to address economic hardshyr. 
experwnccd by CalWORKs iarriilies the abilil) t~ 

rneet Lasic needs such as being able 10 ~ U L  focv 
has  examined Data from a 1997 survey rndicstcl 
that 2cI percept ot Americans living irl families hat! 
effectively run 3 c  t of food recentiv About halt nf 
thcise r i  the iow-income families who participatetl 
ir this survey reported naving had times whcn 
they were either Snort 3f food or worried tha? t w v  

wouid SOQ;~ ? Y  As those wtic conducted thr 
siJrvey ?bserved C mited huyiny power prudui ek 
uncerhintk ar;out--arid interruptioriz I? : h ~  

d$ailat?ility of foi ,!: These situations heightw 

niitrit i0,1 

C.tf't?S', and car1 CittlSe hlJllgef G I  ~ J O  

CE.5 i1a5 lald the groundwork f o r  inonitcrirjq 
tiardshir) among I ( is Angeles Couniy recipients bv 
surveylny CdlWGRKs participants about whetner 
t t i ey  w m :  nuny" or\ some Occasion during the 

previous year because they were not able to truy 
food The 1999 baseline survey results indlcale 
that wir-third of welfwe families surveyed ha11 
gone t iunyry In tw past year ( 1998) As the effor! 
tc) monhtor hunqer amonq CalWCXKs recipient> 
mritin i t  A I  1 be possible t ?  assess ihr 
mipacts of rek) r r  21 nardship ever the early ve<i'' 
uf weifarc: refori- 

Housing Instability 

who are honieless or living in shelters who are 
cvii lcd who have :o move tci lower quality 
h,using wtir, have to double-up who ask for 
riousiny assistance and apply for public housing? 

1 t 7 r .  Fcrrrioinii: vyeii-being of CalWORKs families 
partly depends on their ability io find subsidized 
stidred n otherwise affordable hxJSlng I? 15 

uoqsihle lhat welfare reform might affect existing 
recipients housing quality and stability if retorrn 
ptiange\ their cash resources directly affecting 
the8r hodsing budget oi indirectly affecting their 
tinusti tg benefits Alternatively changes in 

ho:!srrig quality might shed light on the types of 
recipients remaining on the welfare rolls For 
6:x-impie if subsidized housing reduces work 
incentives for recipients an increase in the portlor! 
of rhc caseload in subsidized housing might be 
i)tlservcd Or i f  family s~ipport systems are 
ir:iportant ' I  easing a mothers passage into the 
workfcvct. d decrease in the number of families 
l i w i ~  III t>xtended-family household5 m q h l  be 
or sewer! 

Yousing !t. t h e  miost significant component of the 
i a ~ i i i y  oc~Qet for many low-income families The 
ilruted States Department of Housing and U r b a n  
Oevelcpment "Fair Market Rent' of $782 fclr a two- 
hcdrnum apartment in Los Angeles County 
c-xcecdl; the cash welfare payment for d non- 
wtirking single parent with two children '* 

The  housing expenses for welfare families vary 

wbstantially depending on whether families pay 
rnarFet rent live in public nousing projects receive 
Federal housing assistance or share housing wlth 
otvrs  One in seven 1-0s Angeles County 
w d f a e  families are fortunate to receive housin; 
+z>istariCe i 1 the form uf a public housiny unit L?r 

Federa: Housing and Urban Devetopmert: Section 
3 sLirJswli;.ec! housing Housing benefits arc 
d 'rp  r i f t !  arii! t 05 krigeles County area applicants 
r i . k +  spend an estimated 36 months on a waiting 
I:-.! pr*\w t-1 admissiori to public housing airrl 

e.4 v x i t b j  waiting for Section 8 bouchers 

Atrarsuqh pii blic housing proiects are often located 

:.! 



L~EWORKS population the moving rate h a t  was 
weascrred may have been biased upwards I he 
sec.iir;d rnerhod, on the other hard, rnay nave 
ii,i;lerstated the number of moves b i  this 

optilatiori because addresses in the caseload 
C , ~ S ! E T  iha! the data were drawn frow are no: 
tipmted au:omatically when a family n'cives 
\Nhia~ :he two sets of estimates suggest however 
are trial the CalWORKs families move more 
trequentlv than the average Americar family dfld 
th<+i the iinpiementatiori of CalWORKs does not 
appear tc have increased their propensit)i rc, 

r iw e 

4 stud: conducted i v  1998 found ?ha: in 
1 : ~  Aqgeles County four of evew thousard 
wirerit TANF recipients were in emergency or 

teniporarq housing Researchers in Sevefa! 
states have found increases in homeless persons 
seehv-q stielter following welfare reform 

-1 

CdlWOHK5 offers a Homeless Assistance 
Pwqiavi  to CalWORKs participants who arc 
horneless and have less t h a n  $100 in cash 01 

.,11w: liqiiid resources The assistance vldy be 
'noiiev tor Iernporarv shelter or rnowy  to help with 
move-ir ~ 5 %  to a permanent housing w i t  

Families car get this aid only once iri a lifetime 
with some exceptions ( such  as hornelessness 
caused bv domestic violence by a spouse or the  
t1od3e heconitng inhabitable because of an 
~ ~ n c t s i ~ a l  and sudden circumstance, such as fire Of 

riaturai disaster! 



1999 reduciny !he gap setween those askiri? icl i  

assistance arid those receiving ,+ 

Figure 20 Number of Requests 
Harneless Assistance Program, 1998- 1999 

have increased since the beginning of 2998, 
tlespite the decrease in the CalWORKs caseload 

addi:ion the  fraction of appllcalions that were 
L d ~  proved iiicreased from 59 percent in January 
'938 tc 7 3  percent in September 2999 

and Approvals to the CalWORKs 

;, i ( ,  . 
f t  

chfficilittes meeting their pent or are in t h e  process 
11: fxcoming homeless 

7 .  , r i t x  r?urnber of families seeking housing 

assistarice has increased e v e n  while the tatai 
rii:mbei. of CalWQRKs cases has declined 
t-iCdJSiny 1s an area t h a t  should be carefuily 
r-n,.mturud because I: 15 such a basic rieec! 
Hi,wever -w?tthe: the current data iior studies 
, .. . I .  ,. ! mpn r i i iq h o  rri el es s ri e ss a mi o ng current and 
f r x r r ~ e r  recipren!~ show a significant cffecl uf 
'v, ei i ;! r e  I e fc: r i r i o :I ho m ~3 i e s s r i  E! s 5 

;F 

f\i p!c.senl extremely iittie is known aboul trer?ds 
I!: L.os 4nyeles County homeless population 
Measiiren-ien? ot !he homeiess populatio:: 1s 
diffic>tjlt ar?d niost estimates are very imprecse A 



homelessness do I t  would appear from available 

rescarch t?at welfare reforrn is rlat expected tG 

h v e  a measurable impact on homelessness rr 
Leis Angeles County 

Poverty Impacts in the Low- 
Income Population 

4ltt iOligi-i existing recipients do not appear :a nave 
t,<iffered negativr. impacts in their economir well- 
rcing welfare reforr- does potentially affect those 
AnCi we eligible Uut not receiving benefits The 
cv,iliJation eYort rnust focus on welfare-eligible 
t m t i k s  ,lot just rJrrent recipients If current 
recipients were the sole focus, then the effects 
'efOrlit is having on eligible parents who are no: 
nppiyiry f z r  welfare due to the new restrictions 
would not be seep 

rtit mo&l single parent who does nor receive 
wt.lfare can still bring her family income above t h e  
i g  feral P:)vzrty Threshold by working This 
p ~ f  e f i t  tid's fewer economic resources than her 
r <  Linterpait who receives welfare unless s h e  is 
wit:hiny tu!i-tirne at a wage (it nearly $9 00 hourlk 
I-+-+> Fipire 21) 

1 tic i iew p o l i c ~ e ~  might deter poor families from 
applying fcr welfare benefits or encourage them to 
i eC+w the welfare rolls without having secured 
adequate employment or some other means of 
wpport The new work requirements and time- 
iii'oted beriefits may discourage eligible parents 

8 receiving welfare The reforms were 
,iilt.rided in part to make welfare-eligible parents 
for q c ~  puhiir support and rely on the labor market 
i ) i  fh?! livmihood The well-being of welfare 

r t c ;  woiiid improve if the parents 
t - q  the reforms, find steady work 

F' i' r- r s;hillc arid obtairi employment at <J 

( oriqlstrri' w t t i  self-suffcienc) 7 hose 
4~ rL~le-iell,.mt parents who do not or cannot adapt 

IVS ard wtio are not exempted by the 
~ n c j  tiecaiise of age disabiltt) or 
I F _ !  leratioi I WII! be more impoverished 

' r ? ( j r \  l r I  k r  [ ' c  refom pokies 



Figure 21. 
as Percentage of Federal Poverty Threshold, March ZOO0 

Single-Mother Headed Family of Three Income With and Without CalWORKs, 

I I 

I 

. x ) u i r  L 

f 4 c w  1 he Not i,di\rJc':HK~-Ai&4 fdterjc try represents families wtio I~?C.BIVP nc cash welfare Families in ttw 
N,) A M  cateqones receive Food Stamvs and (for the 'CaWORks Aided J cash assistance Calculatso?s 

represent a model siriglt-parerit family with !we Lhildren lricome incluues :;aNVORKs Food Stamps, and the 
ClTC less income and payroll taxes in Fiscal Year 1999-2000 Food Stamps < dlculations assume that families 
'lave $950 in excess monthly housing x s t s  (relative tc Food Stamps stnnadrcls) and that full-time workers have 
$150 in monthly child expense? (s75 t t x  half-timr wwLPf%i 

(It:> CAI ,tjlati<grt\ hdwc! on i,alVVLJFiK$, + J( \C hiamp$ ,+rd - e d ~ r a !  tax policy 

bi ismesses When shop owners suftei decreased 
dc-riidi id f o r  their goods and services this 
reverberates through the local economy 
generating lower incomes for shop owners and 
!: it? i r e ri pI3;jee s 



Icrriitrng the eligibility of immigrants and of able- 
:mIied ddults without dependents Most Food 
S'nmps recipients are in families that receive 
weltare ii' California in 1998, 71 percent of those 
receiving Food Stamps also received CalWQRKs 
dsslstanit' Despite the apparent correlation with 
wlfare refcrm tne relationship between caseload 
-Ire I i w  arid Food Stamps nonparticipatio? has 
t i t l e i  b f i c w i  I:> be weak '' 

-1 

r?! nation4 research on the income impacts 
j f  welfare reform indicates that welfare-eligible 

-?re relyinq more on the labor marker and 
among ttwse Who are not or1 welfare, are more 
iikelk t i '  ive lyith nonmarital domestic partners '2 
S rnqle-mother headed family incomes have risen 
sligh:iv Jverall tiut incomes among the poorest 
sinqle-mother headed families have fallen slightly 
hl x,t singe mothers nationally are slightly better 
o f f  'lecause they are working more and because 
I t i t  f-eder,il kITC has been made more genercus 
YInv-.:'c'r about one III five of those leaving 
welfare nave neither a 105 nor a working spouse 
' 1  I ,  these families that are most at risk of 

1J 

- r ~ t i r i L i i i  ,g t ~ '  live in poverty 



~ii ilrjditici" tc earnirigs. family size affects poverty 

iates in the post-reform world Larger families 
tend to bave more difficulty meeting basic needs 
?tidri do smaller families The more children iri a 
fa'nily the greater the tamilys expenses for food 
-3nd for shelter The proportion of families with five 
7' rnwe members  h a s  risen from 20 percent to 

X pe-cen' of the welfare caseload dunnq the 
iwi,al 18 months of reform I t  seems more 
i~ladsible that these changes represent changes ifi 
' I -K tbpes cf tanlilies who are using welfare or who 
< ? ' * '  h d ~ i ~ ; g  more difficulty leaving the welfare 
c . v c  t e r i  rdther t han  new births 

' I' 



Food Stamp Receipt have married adults, and have at least one full- 
tme  eailw "" Of those leaving Food Stamps use, 
Gi' percept were never on welfare compared to 
4 1 per-cent of current Food Stamps recipients. 
(he- third of Food Stamps leavers had also left 
weifere, i:ompared to ? 1 percent of current F:md 
Stamps recipients 

A stnkinq finding is that former welfare recirxenrs 
I 4 t  the Food Stamps program at higher rates than 
families that  had not been on welfare, and the 
greatest differences were at the low end of the 
iiicome distribution Overall 62 percent of former 
welfare recipients left the Food Stamps program 
L ~ Y S U S  41; percent of non-welfare families For 
those with incomes helow 50 percen! of th€ 

t iover ty  level 45 percent of former welfare families 
stopped using Food Stamps versus 23 percent of 
r on  weifare families Regardless ot whether 
fL+i~~ilies riad been on welfare or not about t va -  

tv)irds .If those leaving Food Stamps *ere still 
c-ligible l u i  the basis of their incomes Clnly 
a, percen: of former welfare recipient families who 
were 5ti!i eligible for Food Stamps were using 
t t  cr?) 

J / : l y  do families leave the Food Stanips program? 
rt ,t- studv conducted by the Urban Institute* 
re{"?s tlidl most families say that it is because of 
in( reased earnrngs or a new job (62 percent for 
r:wi welfare families and 72 percent for former 
welfare families) It IS possrble that some welfare 
leavers assume they no longer qualify for Food 
Stamps while others choose not to use the 
pagram Another reason for leaving Food 
Stamps IS the hassle and administrative problems 
acsci-iated rYith Food Stamps Among the poorest 
J :  families (those below 50 percent of the FPL) 
between ? 7  percent and 32 percent left Food 
yfri*T pj tecause of the administrative procedim? 
) i l l "  hetween 7 percent and P percent say thev 

!- Y J ~  Starnps because they do r i o t  want Or 

: I W I !  therri and 15-17 percent report other 
r F a  ~ , $ y - I C  



,eceived Food Stamps in their first montn off aid 
Ctianges in the way Food Stamps were handled 
mPar,t that for the months in 1999 receipt plunged 
1 ,rider '0 oercent for t h e  month after leaving 
tvii r a w  again to roughlv 15 percent in t h e  
'ti! I wng month StiH after four months W l y  

& ~ i !  h percent of leavers were still receiving 
F f 0 1  Stamps This is the pattern for 
C',&VORKs/FG cases the pattern for 
C aIWQRks/U cases IS almost identical 

Arricviq citizens who received CalWORKs I! 1s 

l l v e l ~  that  most will remain eligible for at least 
%%me amount of Food Stamps after leaving 
CdIWORKs even if they leave having exceeded 
C alWORKs income ceilings Because Food 
Stamps eliyrbility ends at 130 percent of the 
Federal Fnverly Threshold while CalWORKs 
eligibility ends at roughly 120 percent o i  the 

werty Threshold i t  IS possible that many leavers 
uill not be eligible for more thari a few dollars 
w i ~ t k  of Food StaRlpS However most leavers d c  
iioi exceed income ceilings before leaving 
Lmvers d o  seem to be cutting ties with the welfare 
t > f f ~ e  At the same time the continued hlgh 
P iqit)tlity ft7r Medi-Lal indicates some willingness 
lo Looperate with the welfare office for continued 
nirdtcat roverage Maintaining Food Statlips 
eligibility requires more work, however, and 

welfare recipients repeatedly point to the use of 
F C J L ~  Stamps at the grocery store as one of the 
rnos: stigmatizing aspects of being on welfare 



Figure 23 Food Stamp Receipt After Leaving CalWORKslFG, 1998-1999 
___.-- . - - "~ _-^- ~ - -  ~ --.---- 



Families and Children 
Health Insurance T I z  grswlh in the  mxnbers of the mirisuw.l since 

the lab' recession appears unrelated 10 employer 
>]-)erierust\y since ernployer-provided coverage 
r3tes have risen over this period Individuals have 
bemnie less likely to puctlase private policies on 
their own a to receive military-related coverage 
Inore importantly over the same period. Medicaid 
r ~ i : .  Deer? covering a smaller portion of t h e  
[lC)iJUkItlOfl Since 1994, Medicaid coverage has 
brerr falling nationwide for men women and 
,hildrw regardless of race For women t h e  
decline in Medicaid coverage began earlier as 
eari) as 1991 among African American women '% 

Thc data collected for this report indicate that 
Medicaid coverage of local chrldren was 
somewhat higher t han  the national average d u r q  
the entire 1992-1995 period (see Figure 24: I I 

1952 coverage was simtlar to the nat.mal 
average but  below the California averiige and th& 

same was true In 1995 During the first half of the 

decade there was an increase in the number of 
families and children receiving Medicaid This 
followed policv changes in Medicaid coverage 
specifically expansion in the coverage of poor 
pregnant women and children "' In the mid-1990s 
the percentage of families ana children covered by 
Medicaid began to decrease returning to t he  
leve!s of t h e  early 1990s 

There ~ppcars  to have been a substantial post- 
1998 upswiiy in the number crf non-CalWORKs 
1-hildren covered hv Medi-Gal in Los Angeles 
0b11'1ly A :,omparisor: df April 1998 and April 
"9% iaseload data shows an h percent increase 
17 MPdi-Cal coverage of children (from 809 594 to 
' + 4 ~  Fil21 l i i i '  d 42 percent increase i i  coverage 
, I [ : ! ,  'I'J r rxldren frcm f:zmiliek r i o t  currently aided 
i i i i i~e '  Cni'fv:>RK~ (from 301 258 tr 428 986) ' M  



Figure 24 Children Covered by Medicaid. 1992-1999 
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rrational levels In Los Angeles County, 
trend was clearest after 1997. at the 

~ X I W  time Medi-Gal coverage was declining (see i 

I bare. a e  3 number of reasons why heaitr! care 
c-nveraQe. in general. and Medicaid. in particular ; ec' a! t l x .  I 



19311s) and instead instructed them not to 
terminate Medi-Cal coverage for families leaving 
welfare. pending the development of specific 
criteria The result was that over 250.000 
c,alWQKKs leavers accumulated in the so-called 
Fdwards Hold ' Medi-Cal category 

Iri September 1998 CDHS issued a letter 
pruvrdifly procedures for Section 1931 (b l  eligibility 
determination CDHS instructed counties to send 
iedelermination forms to all Edwards Hold Medi- 
Cal eligibles terminate eligibility to those who did 
ni)! respond and review eligibility far those whc 
did respond before the end of April 1999 moving 
the lingering cases ocit of the Edwards Hold by 
Mav 1999 

Eased on prior experience, the State Legislatrve 
Analysts Office predicted that anly a small 
proportion of Edwards Hold eligibles would remairl 
C I )  hrledi-Cal after the redetermination process 
This IS consistent with research from other stales 
Recent research conducted in Californra and four 
other states found that many families who left 
welfare did not maintairi their Medicaid health 
coverage ' l o  Most families in the Edwards Hold 
c,aseload would likely still be eligible for Medi-Cai 
benefits, but only 15 percen! of post-AFDC 
families had previously made use of transitional 
Medi-Gal prior to the Edwards Hold was that 
counties did not have Edwards Hold beneficiaries 
current addresses o r  phone numbers "' 

Figure 26 shows what is happening with Medi-Cal 
coverage over time for those who leave 
CafWORKr; Data are presented for those who left 
CaIWORtis i c i  Apri l  and October 1998 and for 
those who  left in April 1999 For those leaving 
CalWORKs tn April 998 approximately 
85 F ercent c;ontinued to receive Medicaid 
,. wer-aye after the first month of leaving ancf 
almost 80 percent still had coverage after 
rw i r i o '  tris A sudden drop occurred 11 months 
ate{ gn February 1990. after which oiriy about 
7; percent continued to be enrolled In early 
' ~ W J  t5e COUI,!) iinplernenled the State's 1931(b) 



term Edwards Hold realized that they were eiigible 
to maintain Medi-Cal on an ongoing basis. and 
eventually acted to do so Those leaving after the 
irnplementation of 1931(b) did not have a long 
hold period, and many, perhaps out of ignorance. 
dlr! not chaose to continue their coverage 

Fr,r the  first few months after leaving the 
percentage cf leaver famriies covered IS still qufte 
high, reflecting the Edwards Hold grace period 
When the  time comes for parents to reestablish 
eligibility to keep their coverage. t h e  percentage of 
tiiuse who rontrnue in Medi-Cal drops I t  15 likely 
that some have found coverage from nther 
sources, like domestic or marital partners or 
employers Most of those who lose ?overage 
however. are probably left uninsured 

Figure 26 Percentage of CalWORKs Leavers Who Retain Medi-Cal Coverage Over Time 
1998- $999 
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Family Structure and 
Reprodu ctiion 

ieast one partner has heid an income-generating 
lob for some time Thus. marriage rates tend to 

decrease somewhat during periods of recession 
Research indicates that people tend to choose 
narrtai partners from theit own social straturn- 
xmeone of similar age race, class cultural, and 
religioiis background Whep there are roughly 
even numbers of marriageable men and women 
within a particular stratum marriage rates and 
marital longevity tend to he higher than when there 
is an imbalance There are relatively low marriage 
rates among African American women and women 
aged 513 31 older for instance because male 
mortality and incarceration Rave reduced the pool 
of eligible bachelors 

Welfare reform may not have uniform effects on 
rnamage formation and maintenance Time- 
limited welfare reduces the  safety net available to 

sitigle molhers rnaking divorce a r s k i e r  
[mposition than it had heen IR the  past S m e  
women th.hc might otherwise have divorced will 
I,oii:inue t3eir marriages 

Both nalicnally and in California, data suggest that 

the  long-term decline in the proportlon of chiidreri 
iiviiig with both parents stopped in 1996 The 
proportion of children living only with their mother 
has been decreasing in the last few years 
apparently because more children are living wtth 
their single fathers In future years the proportion 
of children living with both parents may, in fact, 

begic to increase again Birth rates among 
unmarried women nationwide stopped increasing 
in 1994 several years before welfare reform was 
t w x t e d  (see Figure 27) Over the previous 
25 wars out-of-wedlock birth rates had been 
r7oritiriually increasing Although there is limited 
evidence to suggest :hat the trend is reversing 
itself rr has at least stopped increasing among al! 
.iqe q r o u p s  particularly teenagers The iirning 
indicates that this change is probably iinrelated to 
rvelfare ref( arm 

l p  1. os Angeles County. most children live wilt! 
. ) o v  Daren& but i i i  1999 27 percent of children 



IAndercoun!ed The primary data source for 
County-level social and economic characteristics 
,< the Curren! Population Surveys {CPS) ll 
drpears that the CPS sample is too small to see 
an accurate trend in poor family headship Given 
ttw observable trend in the  Statewide and 
r,,jtIr,nwide data, it would De reasonable t~ expect 
that t&\- -parent families have declined 
LOS Angeles County a n d  single parenthood 

1 rnrrcssed bv a similar, small amount 3u'er I thrs period 

Figure 27. Birth Rates by Marital Status, United States, 1985-1999 
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niilies With Children, Proportion With Two Parents. 1992-1999 Figure 28 Families With Children, Proportion With Two Parents. 1992-1999 
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Chidbearing among teenagers IS no% :) I : re 
decline nationally s i w e  1991 with at )  8 percent 
decline in 1996 among older teenagers (to 87 per 
tilousand) and 12 percent decline among younger 
teenagers (tc 34 per thousand) The proportiori of 
teen mothers who are unmarried has continued to 
grow. quadrupling from 16 percent in 1960 to 76 
percent in 1996 "* Becoming a teen mother has a 
number of negative correlates including long-term 
welfare dependency, compromised health lo& 
self-esteem, limited developmental potential and 

overall fewer chances of leading independent and 
productive lives 

Researchers argue that young girls growinG up I I I  

G~)c ) :  neighborhoods are at risk I f ieenage 
pregnancy because cf their e~posure  to poverty 
p.irvital substance abuse. sexual or p k y s i ~ a i  
~ L J I J W  and childhood neglect (Some 66 percent 
f i t  tee0 rnothws are reported to have tteerl 
~e~. t ra l l y  aouseci as children " ' I  Other tylies 0' 

fJ r i~ l i \ i  dysfunctioi such as substance abuse 
ari1wq oarents or young gifts forced to aswrne 
a h  ,It rcspunsibilities in their homes are alsc risk 
fdr-trjrs 



be the result of changes in the welfare law It 
c,ould be the result of other efforts. however links 
have been found, for instance, between reductions 
in teen pregnancy in recent years and HIV 
intervention programs, a result of promotion of 
"cafe sex 1 $  

riave births been on the rise in recent years 
among Las Angeles County area teens') JVe 
beyin by looking at trends iri birth rates among 
teenage girls ages 10- 17 from 1993-1998 ''* ( I t  
was nat possible to obtain birth data for 1992 and 
data for 1999 was not available as this report was 
beirig prepared ) The birth rate among young 
ierriales declined in Los Angeles County from 
183per thousand teenage girls to 1398 per 
triousand teenage girls in 1998 (Table 9) Withrn 
our target communities, Compton and Mission 
Hills Panorama City had the highest teenage birtp 
rates in 1998 24 8 per thousand and 23 4 per 
thcusand female teens, respectively Neither o f  
these communities had Shawn much decline in the 
preceding six years 

While the rates have not increased in acy 
community only a few of the communities stiowed 
sriarp dwps Boyle Heights, Glendale, 
Rosemead and Westmont all reported declines of 
roughly 40 percent during the 1993-1 998 period 
In Westrnont for example the teen birth rate 
declined by 40 percent, from 30 79 per thousand 
iri 1993 to 18 42 per thousand in 1998 





F?esearc,l> :;tic:ws t!!di o w  ot the dangers of k e n  
parer tiiirj ;s that i%se parents are bad role 
ni3df:Is tix childref: ,Children ot teens have their 
oun .":iiicfreri at c: younger age Drily wher, 
,:l:lli_lr+.n of cww! teenagers on aid. now living 
wit,? adult qrow i:p with fewer risk factors (such 
as parent 5 stable ei'nployn?ent and adequate adult 
~t ipe:~i isr i~r~;  wil this situation promote 

l iv  lcI,iver rlsics of having childreri in the 

LOW Birth Weigh' 

has been affected by the welfare reform process is 
not a question that can be answered at the 
rnirmenl Observing trends in this indicator over 
t i w ?  wtl! help establish impacts on community 
weli-being and will help identify areas of potential 
improverner:t 

The implementatior of CalWORKs could have a 
nuniber nf effects on the well-being d mothers 
and their infant children One result of the new 
work requirements among CalWORKs recipients 
can be increased stress among mothers and 
therefore unhealthy babies If CalWORKs results 
in families becoming poorer, mothers may become 
lecs Ilkel) to receive prenatal care due to 
transportation and other costs Some immigrant 
famrlies may also not apply to welfare at all due to 

fears about how it will affect their status, and 
hence rnav have no medical coverage for prenatal 
L I S I ~ S  Cn the other hand CalWORKs can 
improve the economic well-being of participant 
mothers and therefore a decrease in low-weight 
births may be been 

Plie data presented in Table 10 comes frum v~tal 
recores provided by the Los Angeies County 
Department of Health Services " 'Alarmingly, the 
nurnDer of births that are low-weight per thousand 
has increased in both Los Angeles County as well 
as in the studled communities In the County, the 
rate has climbed from 62 0 per thousand in 1993 
to 65 7 per thousand in 1998 In 1998 Vdestmont 
had the highest rate with 107 3 per thousand 
followed by Compton 178 8 per thousand) 
Glenda1.e flhich had the lowest rates of teenage 
hirths among all births as well as among young 
teenagers dges 10-17 did not have the smallest 
iow birth weight rate In this case, the smallest low 
birtli weight rate was found in Wilmington-Harbor 
i i t r  Rosemead experienced the greatest 
i-lrrease 1) percent in the low birtil weight rate 

t r c m  42 9 per thousand in 1593 to 61 0 per 
thocisand irI 1998 
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Table 10. __--- Low - Birth ___ WeigtLt ~ .--- Infants Per 1,000 Births, 1993-1998 
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

71  F 7“ 3 ,L! ’ R9 2 76 7 78 8 

0: 1 5& I. 5c 0 60 1 58 b 649 
56 L RCi f i  69 3 60 6 65 (1 63 3 
65 c‘ 7 7  (‘ 74 -i 63 2 87 3 73 7 

5h I f l  c b3 f? 56 U 59 7 66 0 

42  Q f i i  2 51 4 66 2 M>48 61. 0 
960 1064 89 1 107 3 

56 7 
101 t? 1 

- -- -- 53 i) 58 7 57 5 f 9  0 50 a -- - ------__I_ _- - __ _--____________I 
Department of Health Services Birth Records for 1993-1 998 

liided Because the cities of  Long Beach and Pasadena do not report births 
f Health Services births in Pasadena and Long Beach hospitals are not 

births t~ mothers w h ~  lived m the cities of Pasadena and Long Beach but gave birtb i w t t c !  1 1 ~ ~ ~  

lutsidr WJSF: . ciik:> :but inside t h e  County) are inctuded here 
’ Y  f 1711 I:> 

Infant Mortality 

lntant mortality IS a universal indicator of health 
status I r?  spite of the decline in the infant mortality 
rate (IMR) in the past few decades to a record low 
of 7 2 per 1 000 live births in 1996, the United 
states ranks 24’h in infant mortality when 
compared with other industrialized nations At the 
riativital level, IMR among African Americans 
Hisoanics, American Indians and Alaska Natives 
were above the national average in 1995-1996 
The greatest disparity is between Africa? 
American rates (74 2 per 1,000) and Whites (6 00 
per 1 0001 Conditions thought to lead :o infant 
monalilv incluck poor nutritior psychosociai 

roDlens (such as stress and domestic violence I 

‘3 ill iae-b of prenatal care medical problems and 
chonic illqess I f  CaiWORKs h a s  improved the 
v.eii-bein2 of families and  ‘>as allowed fSr 

expectant mothers to better monitor their health a 
drr,rease 17- infant deaths may be seen T’7ere IS. 

a ls i  the possibility that stress due to worh 
rrqiiirements andm deteriorating famil\, Social 

arid w m c w i c  heallh due 10 CalVVORKs r a n  



Angeles County as a whole is below the national 
average, communities such as Lancaster and 
Westmont which report rates that are rising and 
above the national average are cause for concerri 

The varying IMR within communities may reflect 
!heti differing ethnic composition Among the 
IeEjding causes of death in infants. the raciallethnic 
cfisparity is greatest in the category "pre-term birth 
iirispecified low birth weight and respiratory 
distress syndrome.' A much higher incidence of 
pre-term births occur to African American mothers 
(18 percent) than among White mothers 
i l C  percent) Ethnic differences in pre-term births 
are argued to reflect variations in the prevalence 
3f r isk  factors 

1 
1 

I I w  retom r/n famrlies arid its effect on children 
co be qieasured For now it is impoitant t . ~  

tiiyt+ligti: that the riumber of low birth weight 
babies ic increasing rather than decreasing in the 
County as well as in CalWORKs communities 
Ir,lant mcftality has declined in the County and for 

7 1  



wt niuitr-tlity rate was 4 3 pe: triousand 
arriong CaiWCIYKs Dirlhs to families that neie 

ain sr:nila: t3 the overali rate f i j r  

the C:x4n!y trie rate decirned 26 percent between 
This change may be related ti.) 

ilriproverneills ir the local econorri). creating rncm 
(:hs ar!d. possibPq. more access to health care aiie 

y r r i m t  iiisurarrce If this is so. a deciitie in 

miant mortalit;+ rate I: likely to he seen only after 
tw CalWOHKs families are also able to sdstain 
iong-term ernproymen: creating opportunities ftsl 
Improved health In 2998 the IMR for CalWORK~j 
cases a n d  f v  +he Caunty are similar, suggesting 
tiiat dwI factw 5 are related to infarit mortality arid 
:mpacI ,-iC tam lies, regardless of CalWOfiKs 
status in iiittr:e ieports GES will explore th is  
ri.tlatinrist~:ir: i r ,  rriore detail ta mtangle the effects 
of cco;:orri); k;ea:th insurance rates. arid access t:i 

rY?alth :;are [I-) :Jnderstand the impacrs of re!;e!:.iny 
C a IWC: H Ks :x I I  efi: s 
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Family Dysfunction 

Domesric Violence 

aided women were either current or past victims of 
domestic violence One set of studies suggested 
:hat 15-34 percent of welfare recipients had a: 
some point in their lives. been victims of domestic 
vioience ''* A 1996 Massachusetts study found 
tnat of a representative sample of AFDC 
recipients almost 20 percent had experienced 
domestic violence in the prior 12 months and 
about 65 percent had been victims of domestic 
v!olence at some time in their lives In a study of 
women in Chicago 55 percent of the women 
receiving AFDC reported having experienced 
some level of physical aggression A nationai 
study of domestic violence showed evidence that 
victims of domestic violence cycle on and off 
welfare more frequently than other welfare 
reciptents, often as a result of the dynamics o' 
their abusive relationships '" 
Is beirtg a victrm of domestic violence a bane: to 
work7 It has been documented that abusers 
fiequentiy attempt to sabotage women s efforts tc 
find and maintain employment e g by failing to 
provide promised transportation or child care or b y  
disabling cars of alarm clocks '" Research lids 
shown that women in abusive relationships often 
hdve irregular employment histories Researcn in 
Wisconsin for example showed that domestic 
kiolence has a negative impact on the ability of 
women to maintain jobs and coritiriue with 
education and/or job training efforts 'lb In a similar 
S ~ L J ~ V  of a Chicago employment center in 1997 it 

was found that while victims of domestic violence 
are no less likely than non-victims to be employed 
at one time they are significantly more likely to 
have been unemployed at some point to have 
held more jobs, tc; have suffered f rom a range of 
ineptal and physical health problems that L d r i  

;,ffrLt woik and tc\ have lcrwei persona 
i.iccirnes ' This relationship hetweeri domestic 
v i 4 e i i c ~  and employment instability has importan: 
irrqhcattonc tor welfare reform 

Ancjthe: concern regarding victims 0: dornestic: 
.iuience in the era of welfare reform has to do with 

rcyxilationc that require wot-nen to cooperate ~n the 



ci>tIecti(:ji1 of ::hild suppon payments from absent 
fatfie::. Advocates are concerned tnat those 
i'c?qtiiiemeiifs nay  bring dangerous absent fathers 

k iriii; cniitacl b i l h  mothers and <;hildtc?ii, 
ttm?sie!irr!q !heir satety and well-being 

1ijrr;Eir 1.iartners may ctaiiate aga!nst 
!i.l r:cmiplying with the la&, identrfb 

r s  wtx: must pay child siippor? ' O  

conducted so far, however, indicates that most 
self-identified victims of abuse do not believe that 
they need waivers of requirements For example 
in a study conducted in Massachusetts 36 percent 
cl the women surveyed indicated that they had 
recently experienced domestic violence. but only 
H percent were interested in a waiver ' '' 
Available statistics on domestic violence come 
from iaw enforcement agencies Section 13700 of 
the California Penal Code defines domestic, 
violence as a particular kind of abuse Abuse is 
rntentionaliy or recklessly causing or attempting to 

cause bodily injury, or placing another person in 
reasonable apprehension of imminent serious 
bodilk injury to himself or herself or another " 
Dornestvz violence IS 'abuse committed against art 

adult or a fully emancipated minor who is a 
S ~ C J U S ~  former spouse cohabitant former 
cohabitant cr person with whom the siisaec! has 
tiad a mild or IS having or has had a datincJ 1;: 

engagement relationshrp 
,. 1. 

During the 1992- 1995 period, law enfor, rernent 
agencies i n  Los Angeles County reported a steady 
increase in the  number of domestic violence 
incidents rising from 5 7 incidents per I 001') 
persons to 7 5 incidents p e r  1,000 (see Table 12, 
Reported domestic violence dropped off 
substantially after tne 1995 peak, however, 
returning to S 8 per 1 .OOO by 1998 



Table - 12. . Incidents of Domestic - Violence Reported per 1,000 Persons, 1992-1998 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

wiii be reported, the data presented riere shoiild 
be an accurate representation of trends di i r i r i~ PIE: 

suoject period 

Nclne of the target communities had a higher level 
of reported domestic violence in 1998 than t h e y  

had in 1992 This was also true uf  the  County as 
a whole The communities that had shown t'le 
largest growth tn the intervening years bear 
watching, but there is no evidence at this point tnat 
CalWORKs has led to an increase in domestic 
violence 

Child Abuse and Neglect  

Trends  tn the incidence of child abuse and neglect 
are indicators of other, harder to measure threats 
I f )  child well-being in the early 199Os, reports of 
child abuse began to rise nationally Rates 
pecrkecl i r l  i993 and declined steadily through 

In 1997 just less than 1 million boys and 
girls were alleged to have been vrctirns of abiJS@ or 
rieglec-t '" Nr*glect was the most common f om of 

maltreatment and although this problern affec!s 
ctiddren of aii ages over half of the mcidenls in 

19W' inmlvecl children no more than seven years 
rild "' Consistent with trends for t h e  zouritry as  a 
initY)le during the early 1990s the number of child 

,yJ'i 1'3 



amc,e.'rwglec? repons per 1,OCIO children m 
Cdilcmia :rxx?ased 76 percent between 1985 and 

+ 1 1 1  1994 there were 664,000 reports of 
!\i i<j i.ibuse arid neglect in Caii for~a, arid about 
90 UOO chiidren were placed in foster Care A i  thai 
tiinc Caiiiornia had the highesl rate of reported 

eglec: among the 10 laqest states 76 per 
1 Cti:)!;! 13ht!tlrer There was considerable variation 

aiT;C*ny ccrurrties. however, and Los Arigeies 
C o u i i i y  had mtes uf abuse!riegtecr below those ior  
Ca!d:rnizi as  a whole 

. : ? f .  

( - ? , i l  I awse studies uften repcrt c.ontrarlic!or 
restilt:, Seveial studies suggest that even mifire 
rhildiPn wffer frorn atiuse 01 neglect than are 
seci~ thrLlJp official statistics from C'hiid 

Protflptioil Services agencies "''- Estirriates based 
or' bJT PS rr3poris show 13 9 cbildren per 1 006 
child en were irictims af abuse or neglect but Ibe 
7 h i t i '  Ndfiimal incidence Study 3f C'hitd Abuse and 
lwqlccr es:rrnate. 42 children pel 1 006 in 1497 
Linl  the .7a~i t~p Poll of i995 cstimated 49 [v 
1 Wf' sutfcrec: physical abuse and 19 per 1 !)DO 
S"XiJr3t dbusc* The 5ubstantial differencos 
he:wr.ert reports Ir7dicate that the il-lcidence 0' child 
atx.se/neglect IS difficult to rrieasure This 
dttfrrdty IS G+ resu!t %r+ several factors T I i e  

i!efinltiorls for determining child abuse/neglect are 
t o 1  werise sume people may be reluctant fo 
iepo + atrusp 0: neglect SrJ as not to get in~olved 
,3%1 :)overrimerit agencies must treat reports 
cauti-vslL and face difficulties substarlidring 
I./e:ifviryi rcpcirts e v e n  when abuse 3' negiec: 
imve 1irciJrrerl l V  Additionallv some studies repon 
' i l l )  suustarttiated cases of abuseineglect wn!k 
i)tiierG, inclirds both the new, referrals dnc! 

ted cases that receive ernerclenr ). 

The rate of new (occurring within the preceding 
year) cases of child abuse and neglect throughout 
the County of Los Angeles has dropped 
substantially from the peak of 7 5 per ttiousand irl 

1997 to 4 8 in 1999 (Table 13) When examintqg 
newfv-substantiated cases of child abuse and 
neglect. community patterns remain consistent 
The fewest new cases of child abuse were 
recorded in Glendale, Rasemead, and Hollywood 
Wilmirlgton-Harbor City and the Mission Hilis- 
Fanorama City areas The largest increases in 

the rates of child abuse were found in Central 
tong Beach with 13 9 reports. followed by :he 
communities of Lancaster and Westmant eacl? 
with rates of 10 5 new cases per 1 000 childrer 

has the implementation of CalWORKs led lo Fore 
incidences of child abuse and neglect among 
participant families? A plausible hypothesis is tha: 
i f  families are subject to more stress and/or more 
pwerty because of welfare reform, the prohabilit\ 
of child abuse and neglect will be greater a?d 
conversely ~f families experience more econclm3i 
ano emotional well-being, smaller numbers  O+ 

abuse and neglect cases can be expected 
Parents may feel relieved to find a Job and provide 
for their faniilies, but they may also feel burdened 
leaving their children to go to work and handling 
tth? rnultiple tasks of working and caring for a 
nome and family When parents spend long 
h o u n  at work they may have little tirne to give 
parental supervision and support to their 
children-something that other caretaker adults 
w e n  when available cannot provide Although 
parents may be able to better provide for their 
children economically, if they are unavailable 
physicatty or emotionally the children suffer ii 

inore subtie form of neglect 

InSIe 7 4  shows new (under ofit: v e a  si  ICE^ 

fyieininy rases of substantiated ctilld abuse cb 
:ieglect that were detected among children in 
LalWORKs families The table shows results 
separately for FG and U cases. that IS for one- C J ~  

t wc: -pa re n t tam i I ies 





7 : i e  data shows tha! the number of children from 
CalWc3RKs served by DCFS has decreased bu! 
;is the uverail CaiLVORKs caseload has a i m  

decreased i t  ! S  lrrrportarit to Ico~. at the rates i->! 

;xi;;st: or neglec! Children from single-pareni 
fluids are represented iii tar greater 

' - ,uu!rwr~ thac ~ W C J  parerit G n e s  in the child welfai-e 
:f!m and ttw Fates :>f child abiise and negleci 
Righer vvtihfn FG cases than wlth:rl tJ cases 

i! :  fdct. ttie rates in FG cases are niore ih;?r\ 
t'7c rates m ?I cases a! the end of 1399 

, n i t ?  i:i criid abuse arid neglect amorq 
RKs.'FG :7ases IS clearly higher than amoriy 
un!v pnpiiiatiorl as a whuie in October 

I ? %  :ne i h i i r i : y  had J rate of 4 9 n e w  cases pt"~ 
1 ,. tiriorer;, ,+rnon!j FG cases. the rate was  

tlolihic+ The rate of child abuse arrd neglect 
arnc)rl!.> these slnglt?-i;areril families was mos? 
smiLw 1:; ihe rate for communities such as 
L3n:asie: C:I( Westmcn! (both wrth rates of 10 5 in 

1 if99i For C;alWORKsiU cases, however. the rate 
:s sitght:y lower t han  for. the County as a whoie 

xigin has been deemed either unhkely or 
impossible for the foreseeable future d e r y  few 
:ie* cases begin as or quickly become Permanent 
Placements Because Permanent Placements 
rnay last for many years, however. they tend tc 
dominate the  overall stock of DCFS cases 

7 he distribution of children from single parent 
CalWORKs-aided families among the UCFS 
programs has not changed significantly Since 
Decembei 1998 Most of the new DCFS cases 
associated with single-parent CalWORKs families 
are concentrated in the Family Maintenance 
program (56 percent in October 1999), although c: 
sizable number were assigned to the Farruly 
Reiinification program (41  percent) Children frorr 
two-parent CalWORKs families were much more 
concentrated in the Family Maintenance prograni 
and this has increased over time from 81 percenl 
in December 1998 to 84 percent in October 1999 
The percentage of cases in tne Famii) 
Reunification program dropped from 19 percent ti 
15 percent This trend IS a positive one witl- 
fewer children being placed out of their homes and 
away from their families of origin 

Referring again to Table 14, the DCFS cases 
associated with smgle-parent CalWORKs families 
were considerably more likely to have been 
opened because of general or severe neglect 
ca5es than were those associated with two-parent 
families (tri October 1999. 39 percent versus 
27 percent) Single-parent CalWORKs families 
were also more strongly associated with DCFS 
Sases opened because the  caretaker was abserl 
or incapacitated than were two-parent famiiies 
: I 5  percent versus 4 percent) The difference is 
i ~ e ~ b  due to the fact that wher two parents are  
,Iresent the chances of having both absent 71 

mnpacitatecl are much lower than when t:we i s  
i i l l  v m e  parentlcaretaker present When t w  

parents or caretakers are present, one is pinoably 
r rwe I i ~ e l y  lo compensate when the othe- 
iiegltxts to care for the child In two-parent 
households the largest share ot cases were 
rjpened due ti? verified instan2es at ernc>tiorial 



pr~ysi~-al o r  sexual abuse (40 percent for U cases 
iersu:, 27 percent I-' FG cases in October 1999) 
Thi5 does n r t  rneari that children in two-parent 
*dri'iti.--s aw more likely to be abused than those in 

,,irrgk-parent families in fact, the rafe of abuse ii: 
~,w$c- pi3reni families is a good deai higher The 

high share of abuse cases among the DCFS- 
monitored children associated with twrt- 
parent families IS primarily a reflection of the fact 
that rieylect and parental absence arid 
incapacity (as defined by law) are much less of 
a problem among two-parent families 

large propartion of cases are in Permarlen: 
Placement (in October 1999. 47 percent af F b  
cases and 26 percent of U cases) This differencf 

bebeer: new cases and all cases is related to 
administrative decisions and policies that ncx 

favor keeping children with their families of origin 
as much as possible and discourage permarienr 
placement of children in foster homes 

School Attendance and 
Performance 

I tic drafters of tQe California Lr\,elfaie-to-Lkork $ t c t  

) f  1 YC,; clearly stated their ConcernS at out :hi- 
health and Nelfare of children in several w a y s  
Ngt m l y  was the ellmiriation uf ;tiild povertv :he 
I i rSi  rjosl of the law but penalties were instated fo6 
dided parenis who failed to enstire tha! the r 



perceptions of the student Substantial research 

on children s achievement in schools has found 
that poverty low parenta involvemerit, low 
uarental expectations, excessive geographic 
vobility and low household and economic stabilr!), 
are key predictors of children performing poorly in 
c<Chool '" Household stability Silpported bv 
econamic stability is  considered to be one of the 
inair) factors in student {earning overriding 
linguistic and cultural barriers Lob parental 
edlJcAonal achievement, low self-esteem and 
educatiorial aspirations have been identified as 
major barriers to achieving adtilt mastery c f 

educational materials during adolescence 
dlthough ifi some cases these barriers can be 
compensated for or overcome in adulttirocd 
through individual achievement ' i2 

l t i  

Figure 29 Grade Level of CalWORKs-Aided Children, Los Angeles County, 1999 
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1 1 ,  this C:ES 5 first baseline impacts report 
schG,)I-levei ::ata was examrned 10 see trends in 
b:ai schc101~ over a period af several years 

Cnnnqcs t: the demographic composition of 
S C ” I ~ A ~ E ~  me tracked as well as the percentage of 
erirol e : r-hildi w f r c m  CalWORKs-aided fantilies 
r lr i i f  the. prrcentaye of enrolled children taking 
ad idrttage of the Nationa! School Lunch Program 
?i,iLf”l Studenis who recefve free or subsidizec 

u n r r w ,  t:“I(?.r the  NSLP must be from faniilres 
witti pic:Dmes rrc? more than 185 percent of the 
Frdrra! p o ~ e r t l  lirre an9 most eligible students 
Liic  +v- p r , x i r 3 r ’ i  Thus the number of NSLP 
unrollriient ,5 a good indicator of a schools low 
rnwnle popaattorl Dropout rates for grades 9 
9hrouch 1;’ q r p  also tracked, as well as sctiooi 
l e v ~ l  ‘.-‘_)re$- [ J ’  the math and reading portiors ot 
the Star:fo:.! Achievement Test Series Ninth 

a Widel)-iJSed standardiied 
&.f + 

’ 4 5  

. .  

Lo5 Ai’aeles Lclunty has 81 public K- 12 school 
district-, incl:Jbiriq 29 eiementary only 6 high 
schmi  nnly and 46 unified (both elementary and 
high 5:’tioois’ sciroor districts These school 
districts served 1 F, million students during the 
15% ‘990 scI:cmI year The i o s  Ai‘geles Unified 

hocl’ Liisfrlc: : L A U S D )  I$ the second largest 
c( h:oi l istill t I i thf3 ‘m:Iori witti 660 000 students 
S:u&r-!?, ir the CL‘I:ICUS schrolc. speak 
r2pp’:)xiryiste si ‘hl differwit prtrnary larquager. 

more Hispanic students than White students 
enrolled in California schools In Los Angeles 
County Hispanics have been !tie largest ethnlc 
group in iucal schools since 1985 According to 
the l o s  Angeles County Office of Educa?ion 
(L4COE in 1996 Hispanic students mmprtsed 56 
[Jercerit of the County’s public school popuiatcon 
rising rapidly from just 20 percent in 1970 The 
Pnrollment of Whites declined from 63 percen! in 
7970 to 21 percent in 1996 Hispanics are 
expected to represent 61 percent of all County 
public school students this year while Whites and 
African Americaris are expected tc, deciine ti: 

78 percent and 1 1  percent of all students. 
!t-l5peCtiVelV During the 1998-1999 school yeai 
13 1 percent of ColJntV students were c 7 i  Asian 
descent 

7 he significant changes in student enro!lmenl iri 
the recenl years in Los Angeles County schools 
art also accompanied by a dramatic rise in 

students who are considered limited ifi English 
Proficrencj (LEP) The fact that a substantial 
proportion of children i r i  Los Angeles County 
%hoofs do riot report English as their primary 
language may have a direct impact on their les: 
swres especially reading scores In 1996 abou? 
36 percept of piJbliC school students and 
50 percent of public school kindergartners were 
classified as LEP The proportion o! students 
classified as LEP decreases in higher grades as 
immigrant sttidents become bilingual and are 
reciassified as fluent in English Lack cf 
proficiency in the English language has been 
cfccumenled as a severe barrier I:, qrade level 
achievement especially in reading skills 

A r,l~te 3ri presentation Data was coliected tor 
ear-t iorwidnrty but some comrnunities are 

wr’,e(! by their own school district fihiie others 
W o n q  tc larger srnool districts For exarrpie 
Lcvipton IS served by the Compton llnitied schnot 
qistrct which serves no xhools outside cf 
CO’Tptoi Holiywoud or the other hand. js one of 
Iiiai>V communities served bb LAUSD in additiori 
1 wvt- comniiinities are served by one distrct f o r  



elementary scnools and another for high schools 
/ r i  I anc,as!er for example the elementary schools 
‘wor’q fo ttie Lancaster Unified School District 
Jnd ‘ugh whoots belong to the Antelope Valley 
, j l l l i J r l  t-iiqt: School Distrrct---ihe latter including 
5i;n iols ,>:her connunlties Most af the snialler 
1 ownuni!ies selected for this report are sewed tiy 

hoc>lS fhd‘ art! par? of LAUSD 

kr. t n t a  CalWURks LdSelOad has declined, so nas 
.:her :)t CalWORKs-aided children in local 

ii.lwols During the 1995-1996 school year, lust 
ndr-r one E four students in LOS Angeles County 

:arllc: tram CalWORKs-atded families, but by the 
1998- :999 school year the number was under 
[IF ‘ n  five Table 161 Note that within 

wnmuriities thP proportior? of Ihldren who are 
+ r ~ m  .-‘aIWORtis-aided families exceeds the 
propor:isiri of conirnunity residents who are 
A!L”J- RKs-aide:! This IS because CafWORKs- 
:I 1 ‘ami/ic:c, are cty definitior; families witti 
- ‘ h i i d r v r ,  arid m a n y  vsidents of eactr rommunit, 
<jrt= rlirits without minor chtldreri 

N r  i l ~  7 % .  total !;;alWOKti5 Gaseload declirierf t j q  

26 pe:i.eri: rretween April 1995 and April 1999. the 
1 r(;~;or’it)n c.i CalWORKs-aided children enrolled in 

Los Angeles County schools dropped by only 
I 8  percent aver roughly the same period Schools 
in most of ollir target communities showed smaller 
declines, Central Lorig Beach showed a small 
iricrease Iriterestingly, Lancaster showed much 
lowe: declines at the elementary schooi level 
‘t5 percent) than at the high school ievel 
(25  percent) It is possible that other communities 
woutc! n d ~ e  shown similar results if presented by 
schcxl level 

Althuuyh the percentage of school children from 
CaiWORKs-aided families has declined over ?he 

past feb% years, there has been a gradual increase 
in the number of children receiving free 0: 

subsidized school lunches, suggesting an increase 
in child poverty--or near-poverty--not detected in 
other data sources Children from CalWORKs- 
aided tamilies are automatically eligible for free 
x’ iool  lur7ches under N S L P  Poverty is a ma!o- 
predictor af achievement in school dnd Ihc 
pt“rct?ntagt: of children enrolled in this prcqrarn 
pic,vides an indication ot ttie number ot at-risk 
r,hilcfren in a school system 



I 
Tat& a i s h o w  that 5': 6 percent of t 05 Anyeles 
wnool children were enrolled in NSLP 1'1 1995 
1996 fher the years there has  been a modest 
Increasr n these : tinibers Whik LAlJSD as 3 

MicJe cnowed d sinail decrease most of t h c  
LALISD-served comniurmes covered in this report 
showed increases similar to the Lnunty averaae 
Ci?lircjier ' 1 :  zeotral t unq tieackt were i l l  mi trc' 

i 

I 
-1999 t l l d r l  the\ P d C !  1 

been earlle:. but with alrriost all children already 
enrolled (94 5 percent in 1995-1996). there was 
little room for change In contrast to the large drop 
in CaiWORKs-aided children in t he  Antelope 
Valtey Llnion High School District seen above, the 
District posted the largest percentage increase in 
NSLP takers 48 percent The basis for these 
divergent results is iJncleai 



T l l h  miable will have to be tracked verv carefully 
in the next few years to see how i t  impacts 
stiidents achievement 

Dropout and Test Score Outcomes 

i?.cr,c-,rrling tc, LACOE drspout rates have declined 
wer the years both  in the County and in the  
State Data for the selected communities show 
,otab!e ;ariation ' A '  In most s' the CalWORKs 

1 ,-ornr:?unrtles ijicqxwt rates have declined 111 1 '9Q' ' ( i X  the pooresi performance was 1 1 1  

1 YJestrnoiit witli an annual rate of 6 b dropouts per 
I li)r! students Thr? was htgher t h a ,  the Overdl1 

i rfrr.c)c,iit rate for L4USD which was 5 0 per 
I 00 >tiiC!errts flestmont showed a sunstanrial 
; t irLIire (56 percent) in the dropout rate betweell 

7 X A - I Q ~ F I  an3 1997-1998 Another ~dqmrrlur~lty 

1 



kwth J high diopou! rate was Compton Unified 
IT: 1997- 1338) The decline iii the rate P 

tnis GistrlLt (44 percent) was less than the deLline 
!r trie dropout rate in Westrnont The dropou; rdte 
n 6cyk  Heights was 3 98 in 1997-1998 with a 51? 
r~er cent red r t r o n  TI clrn 1995-1996 Anteiope 
’ ~ d i i e ,  u’ii )” Higti School District had a relatively 

lowe’ rate tt?ail of the communities in 311 ’t:t* 

v,earS while Glendale Unrfieri had t h e  fcwest 
drcpcwt fate among ail the CalWOHKs 
oriiniJntties 62 i r i  1997-19913) These two 

drstrig- ts hat! i r i  overali increase in dropnut i d l e  

’ ‘Ol i ’  ilJ95- 1998 with a peak rate IO the 1996- 
1 ‘19 i * c h w t  vear 

SAT19 IS a comprehensive Denchmark of school 
;rc:tiieverrient that is admiriistered to K- 12 students 
f’dtronwide Because il IS so widelv used it IS 

easy tc sanpare thp performance of students in 

the  County with those ir- the rest of the State or 
naiico SAT19 scores for each school are 
converted cnta d National Percentile Ranking 
,NPRj,  d mit indicating how weti a group of 
sthidents is performing relative to all other students 
I I I  the nation at the same grade level For 
rxairiple i f  the average NPR for reading in 
LCX knyeles CniJnty IS 34 i t  means that on 
average local students scored better than 
7 3  percent of the students nationwide but worse 
than 66 percent of the students nationwide 



Figure 30. SAT19 National Percentile Rankings, All Third Grade Students, 
Selected Areas ,  1998-1999 School Year 

l a t h  

ding 

: r ~ ~ ~ t t ~ i -  is served DV Itre Uompton Unified School Oistril-t 

students Though there were no substantial 
changes---none could be expected in such a short 
time-the scores showed a sltght increase 
between 19Y7-1998 a n l  1998-1 999 

f t w  LAUSU reading scores among third graders 
are' verb IOU ( 2 3  in 2999) Rosemead and 
Gicndille have the highest scores for third graders 
'45 an,l $4 respectiveiv 11 7999) while Missiori 
~iill+-Pnricirama City and Central Long Beach 
w i v e  tiit- ioiuires: scores (13 tr 1999) The readins 
& ~ r t : b  amcng ninth graders are similarly 'OM 

Agalrl LAUS0 reports a very IOW score (22), aild 
'he nfhei (!istrick and communities show similar 
i%wlr. The qiqhest score for ninth graders in 1999 
'47c3. i r  Glendale 138, Khrle the lowest was ir 

1 p1ij11 1 3 )  The math scores overall d w  



coiwstentiv nigher than reading bul strll very Iovv 
Fo- tnird graders LAL'SD had a score of '35 ii l  

1998- ' 999 and a score of 38 for ntnth grader., 
Gierrclale Unifier! had the highest scores in 19W 
1999 57 f o r  triirci graders A n d  62 :or ntfitr 
qrarft. -c  

ATU: g 1 EL' itude7t5 reading scores wef t  iowcC1 

for rlinth graders than third graders rea':h r iq 

5coreS as IOVU ds 5 icompton) for nrn!h graders 
drld 11 (Boyre Heights) for third graders iri 19YS 
T h i ~ s  the students in these two corrirni~nities 
psrfo:m worse ~ r ,  the SATIS than about 9) pel[-er! 
st !be studerits nationwide 

Mosl studies looking at welfare reforrrl an-! tb 
.mp& or' families and children's educationai 
achiedernent have emphasized the role of pareritai 
involvsrnet-4 and achievement 
when Suxessfui should help parents provide their 
chilmt. i w th d inore stabie horne environment d r i t l  

iw recacmes-anc' both fact<?% in iniprnkLriq 
educational dchrevement levels When sinylc 
rilotheir --43 petcent of the heads of (;a!W'_EKKc 
tarniw\--d~ find eniploymerl! mc !  are dtiw I: 

( t ~ u ~ i d y *  iiiur(' resoiirces to  the family dnothw 
questi i t  arises How much time wi11 they be dbic 
t o  speiid with their children') 

7 tie new refcrrrric 

?%I tjuestrirrt cannot be answered at present 
VVIiat can  be stated, however IS that test sccvt's 
arr lower and dropout rates higher in schml 
district$r -,ornmunitres with a higher proportion (,t 

: hildreii from CalWORKs-aided farnrlies Chilijrev 
froi;: LalWORKs-aided families are not dtstribJter) 
evwiy across qrade ievels Elementary schoclc- ii 

> n t y  f i a ~ , ~  gj higher proporticri r)t chil 
iiVv(C)RY,c families (25 2 percei~t) thar 

(14 1 percent) Therefore, the mcst pronoiinced 
impacts i f  any should be seen at the elementary 
wade ievel This reflects a life cycle stage These 
ldinilleS are yomg, in most cases do not have 

dakquatc schooling or job skills and have small 
Fttldren ;n rnost cases. these parents are dealing 

with seberai complex issues related tc? their 
.dreers arid their young children Improvemerits 
in m e  area may benefit other areas of their home 
life For example, job training or employment may 
affect their mental health status (if that was a 
:ause of concern) and have an impact on their 
cia rent 1 n g ski 11s 

High school students from CalVVORKs-aided 
families .nay have a set of problems rather 
rfifferent from those faced by younger children 
Their parents have typically been on welfare for a 
lmger perrod of time than the average CalWORKs 
mrent If the family has been arded for many 
;ears then its members have been experiencing 
thr disadvantages of chronic poverty. Because 
+he parents in long-term cases have beeri shown 
tn si.iffef disproportionately from these problems i t  

cil i also be inferred that aided teens are more 
likely than younger children to be living wlth a 
parert or parents who have mental health 
substance abuse or domestic violence problems 

 effort^ are underway to secure data that will allow 
UES to  examine directly the school performance 
of CalWORKs-aided students School records will 
he matched with GalWQRKs case records This 
data will >iipplement, not replace, the tracking of 
school level data over the next few years Both 
will help *n the understanding 0 4  changes in 

( hililren 5 schoo' achievement as CalWORKs 
pdrerits go through cnanges ir" long-terr7i 
ei o nu 111 ic stab i I itv 



In Their Own Words: 
Recipients Reflect on Welfare Reform 
As part of 115 ur:going research on welfare refvrrli. 
CFS has ::c?ndircter! a large f lUnDe '  :'if 

,iup witti adu!! welfare recipienl:; who 
~:articipating iri or !?ad earlier partlzipa!tic t i :  

CaiWtlRKs welfare-!o-work activitw F:.ICL~$ 
~roups  are struztured dwxssions that invalve a 
small i.umber of peopie. concentrate on a preset 
topical agenda. ar:d are led by z iesearcher 
F?C.LIS groc.lps are m e  nf the n~:)s! pr- 
methorls iiDr &arning i n  detail about the 
experiences an(! views of a target popidation 
Whde reviewing focus group data, rt 1s imponan2 
to keep iil mind that such data are usefirl foi 
iri-iderstanding riidividdal experiences, but less 

ir' understanding the proportion ~t 
la15 ?h.">)c! share the same experienres ' G  

feelivqs cf despair that the participants have to 
deal with both with themselves and among their 
farviikj members It should be noted here that alr 
ttre k,artici;lants who participated ir the focus 
~ T O L I ~ S  Nere in their initial stages of work activlt) 
Participan!s who were working or had found a lot 
were still in their early years of work experience 
and as such still struggling to balance the  
dernandc. of working and fulfilling other famriy 
responsib~~ities 

Work, Income, and SociallSelf-Esteem 

Witti the ,nstitution of a stringent work 
requirement the number of employed adult cash 
i id recipients has climbed steadily 1 he revised 
iw.)rne chsreqards' program that IS paV ~t 

CnlWORKs ensures that welfare participarils are 
rewarded for the work they do This is such that 
thr inor.? recipients work the more money theb 

hdve Yeciprents who had not recently been 
erripioved reported several positive benefits 
emanatirig from their new employment 111 

pdriicular additional income helped therTl to 
provide better for their families, the time structure 
?equirad for work helped them organize their lives 
and t?e tact that t hey  were helping to support 
themselves through work enhanced the way that 
they saw themselves and the way they thought 
ottiers saw them All af these factors talter, 
together alv helped to improve famil\ 
relarrwships 

t taw-iy additional income from work has enabled 
suiiie fa.ntiies to rrriprove the conditicn 0' their 
13md1 ives Here are just two exatmples of t %  

~ - m t n ~ n t s  that were received 

FJclrticipant We're moving from a small 
' 'it- hed;oom in a trailer c,ourt with the 
=,urrourdings the environment is no: that 
ael' t i $  c1 house by itself, two bedrooms 

It's a id nicer and l'ni i x q e  yard 



really happy for that too That has a 101 tid 
rla with the income 

they know I m  dad and mom. and rt'c 
tough I ts  difficult Eut they're theyre 
understanding So i t s  very positive 
rrnpacr that I mi receiving no& ' 

i-urtherrnore, household teflsions can De eased by 
t t w  ddittiinal income One %oman who repocled 
t t x d '  she had been abused by her partner felt That 
having a job had helped ameliorate the situatior: 

'You  know. it was mainly because neither 
one o! us were working We didn't have 
any money There was just too much time 
- we were always around each other 
An!! we were struggling We really 
struggled, you know, to make ends meet 

So you know, I! was hard It waq realty 
hard It affects you: household. I: affects 
your relationship But sirice I started 
working. things have been a whole lot 
better We get along a lot better, arid h e  
has r-iorivated m e  as well " 

i b ,  5 recipients felt that rnonev was only ur ic :  ( i f  
the !vmefits !hat acconipariied their transitic,n inlo 
pard labor lrnproved relationships and better 
tiorrre arrangements were ~ I S G  important Orie :V 
thy riiosf frequently cited benefits. however was d 
bok?s! in self-esteem 

SociallSelf-Esteem 

i t m e  who had not previously Seen working, bu! 
!ia 1 found employment due to  CalWORKs 
requirements reported a positive impact on their 
5elX esteerri The participants who spoke abbut 
!heir self-esteem generally crted one or both of two 
?f1tJC?nCt?S how strangers looked at them { e  g in 

' 5  S ! V L  checkout line as they bought food with 
CGL 1 Stamps, and how their children looked al 
ther? It was clear that fcr many of the recipients 
empiuyrrieni represented a wa) for them to 

I irie,lw tt c-ir social t3stee7) and t i !  earn the 

:.F c + idf t he i r  rhildreri 



' 1 want  m y  kids tc; tre able tC) g(1 YO school 
ailci brag aDoiit what :heir mom does f o r  ii 
IiVirlg Not. ' M y  mom sits rm the coi.ict 
a n d  [laughs] we r:ollecr weifare and ali 
that " Because that's the way I telt about 
inyseif. yc:b k n o G  i didr.1 want tc yo Ir: 

Oh, yeah, my children love the fact that 
I'm working and not totally on weltare [ 1 
And rny kids will say, "Well my mom's not 
cri Netfare, she gets paid every ~ W L  

weeks ' 

Job  Search 

- I peopls who have little labor market experience 
and/or  little faith in their skills or desrrability as a 
worker the job search can be very stressful The 
Imyer the search lasts the greater the stress 
ever1 for people vfho are much inore "salable' thari 
the typical adult receiving cash aid Participants 
rcp-rlec! that. during the job search phase they 
nre4 extra money for child care, transportatlor 
a3 id ciothes Often they rely on family members 
awl friends to help with these needs In some 
rases the family rallies to support the job-seeker 
rr i~ 'easing family closeness and cohesion One 
w m w  described the support she received from 
i v r  'I r,-year-old son 

Ht? b really helpful He'll gel the 
r;ewspaper, we go over it and, like today, 
ckay 1 dropped him off and hes  going 
OKak I hope you get a job I say, "reah, I 
nope I r l ~ .  too '  'And if you da. we'll 
ielebrate ' I said 'Okay " 

While other participants appreciated the support 
tI'iey recerved from family meniberr. they also felt 
guilty wheri helping meet their needs impinged on 
tm fawily members ability to meet his or he r  own 
needs P woman with a young son and two adult 
smis one currently in college, reported feeling bad 
dtJc>uf askiily tier older Sons for help with her lob 
seci,cS and caring for their younger brother 

:Y?e:! I went to Job Club vou know [the 
( ldest son] babysitted for me or takes r m  
{ifferenr places when I can't when thr: 

.s going to hinder me from gettinq 
" w e  wiihiri these hours And I hht r t  i 
;t 11 iakrny away from their lift! 1 ike i f  thev 
y%aint  to go out and seek something or look. 
'LJ! d joh Sometimes I even have to keep 
I;\ 19 vcar-old out of school. Hes 'r! 
<,iiege And if 1 cari t get to the Oldesi 
I I P  rtw, I have to Well can you watch 



lw ' and that means that he cant go to 
c P h 001 

Rectptents noted that the dally !uggling I i 
CalWORKs requirements child care keeping 
house and other obligations all added up to a set 
of stressful burdens 

:JC> it does get stressful, and like I said 
especially like when they have yoii goin ir 

a?d out of the programs because you not 
JI!V have to take care of the household 
take care of the kids take care of y ~ t i i  
pwsonal bustness, and the11 you yatta 
rrake sure that you get to the program oil 
time, that everything goes the way if'c 

supposed to go with the program So it 1s 
its extra stress " 

Furthermore. as p b  searches continue, each oay c, 
tarlure wears on family members 

'4 (,:I kric~w urn I! s urn I t i o n  t know !I 5 
w+m m y  family it's hard because m y  
qldest son !Nas watching my three-yedr 
014 and he would know that I nave ieR thP 
Jcb Cluo And then he s wondering okay 
Are YLJU corning home? Where I m like 
F., C ~ ~ J S E  I got to go and gel 
dpplications And then he's frustrated 
Well,  I have tn 30 to this anc! here And 
I PI like Well okay I have 10 do thrs 
because rf  I don't do this then theyre 
going to sanction me Then In: going to 
be really messed up because you knou 
thrri theyre going to cut my check So 
I n  taking away from their life in order to 
accommodate my life Arid that s n o i  
really right 
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for a lob added a burden on their emotional well 
being i n  addition to their struggle for economic well 
being 

Child Care 

Vdhether or riot welfare-to-work program recipients 
dc:ualiy find employment, they face sirnilar child 
r:rfre needs Recipients reported that the problems 
nf securing quality. affordable child care was one 
of ttie most significant barriers to getting and 
keeping a job Recipients were thus pleased that 
CalWORKs provided child care assistance When 
asked about how CalWQRKs helped her most in 
her job search, a rectpient replied 

'I think the biggest thing for me was 
having the child care for my son Because 
I felt Irke, wow how am I gonna keep the  
job7 1 cant  afford my rent and child care 
So that as my biggest concern And and f 
think the bfggest support for me IS that rny 
child care is paid for and taken care i-f 

That c, I think the biggest thing in order to 
keep a lob IS to have that support '* 

Like most parents. participants worried about 
finding child care that would be safe, nurturing and 
atfordable For many participants, the program's 
provision to pay a relative or friend for child care 
was perceived as a positive impact because they 
felt reluctant to leave children with strangers 

My baby is little, one year two months old 
He is cared for by his grandmother I think 
that nobody can care for a child better 
than family 

Chrld care is what I liked They paid for 
child care SLI that my farnily could watcti 
niy children " 

Fcir ittheis leaving children with famil!, made 
r)dlnicipants tee! !hat they were intertering with 
rriei' rp la t i ie 's  -1wn lives and needs In some 
d s e s  grandparents who were called jpon to 
pcidide  a r e  needed care themselves. which crily 

d d e d  stress to the participants compl~cated lrves 



Those participants who found good chiid care with 
registered provlders reDortea thaf the enrichrng 
environrrieni k n e f ~ e d  children 

Ot shes very good Oh year Shes 
3orP a lot cuz he s accomplishe? a lot of 
thirqs I couldnt do BeLausP she ' i a c  the 
experience you know And I mean 1- 
ne  C. learrirn~i so much now he s learning 
so much [sound of fingers snapping] I 
was able t~ keep up wiIh nursery rhymes 
and stuff like that Now he comes home 
wit' stuff I ve never heard c?f Hes 
leafried a lo! 

el hcarl-qualrty affordable ~ ! i i ~ !  carr 

arrangenicnts were riot easy to find and ~eavm; 
children 1'1 chiid rare was a sotirce nf stres- f c 3 r  

rn 0s t fa PI iI ie s 

A s  'ihe sdid people don't want to leave 
!he!: rhddrei. illst anywhere also don t 
wail* 'i' leave mi). children J U S ~  anywhere 
ber.Lt.iw I have severai small cites habe 
a 51.  h WWE"I year-old daughter d three 
vear >Id 1;.3r' anif a nine rnonth-old 
- l a ~ , , , " i i t - r  I +  3 braid I hdvt. r i iany 1,htldren 

And k o ~ i  h n c w  liofi sometimes you ger 
:hat f d i n 5 2  I c  gcr back and checn I wont 
back 2nd the people were screaming af 
!he t d s  and everything i mean $70 a 
weer drill thev were hollerii7 arid 
x i  ec. iiir 

Balancing Child Care with Work 

Many parents felt their children were too young tor 
child care and felt guilty leaving them Others 
tarried about the lack of child care for teenagers 
who were left unsupervised 

\reah because a lotta times you don t 
your teenagers may wanna cook or 
something You have constantly to remind 
them 
Make sure you turn the heater off ' I  And 
you know. you're teavin your kid alofle 
you re like. Did they double check? IS the 
d x r  locked:' No friends in the tiouse 

y ~ u  came home that you made i t  
home on time that nothin happened to 
them on the way home So, it's n 
constant constant thing But I always call 
when "m out iooktn' for JODS and 
evervthiny and I m runnin' late comin Is  I 
always call to check the heater and stove 
are cff everything That you re d o n  
'icmework you know if what's riot home .- 
W h e r e ~  Kara where's Robert? Are t hey  
r r  !heir way? Did yob see em ;I: 
school 7 

Make sure you turn the stove off 

i CY most families, the work requiremen: ria5 
meant less time to spend with children h e  

wiVrrian. who is pregnant and trying to finish a 
vocational training course worries about her 
inability tr, see her son who had been placed in 
fnster care 

'Anvthei part that  messed me up, too, ib 

that l don t have that much time to spend 
with 'ny other son I used to catch the bus 
t o  Paraiiiount and bring him to my house 
A.m? noh since I was going to school ancf 
Norking I wasn't able. you know I be tired 
wher  I get home And it's, 1 don't h o w  
liisl bad for me to see I know how he be 
feeling riqht riuw I know he be like, Well 
h~lwnrny don! love me cause she didn t 

me an(: get me this time 

Palticipants ;IISO perceive [ha! children are 
aifet.:ted t!) spei-dirq so much time away from 
! rT6!ir par. en t s 



' 1  have three children a 4-year-oid a 13 
year-oia and a 17-year-old Wheri n ly  
daughter was born, since my iirst-born I 
had always taken them to chiid care i! 
affects them ir' that we spend very little 
time together I work from 9.00 to 6 30 I 
yer l.cone around 6 30 or 7 00 It affects 
them because when they get hGIne from 
schooi they re home alone alone 
They're growing up by themselves Ir thai 
respect yes, my middle child's personalit)- 
nas changed recently I believe that this I< 

due in part, to that they have to spend SCI 

mtch time alone. without me knowing how 
!hey are In realltv one doesn't know 
what :o do l ~ p  to now he hasn't done 
anvthing wrong, but his personality I C  

changing. I tnink for the same reason " 

Some parents perceive that thetr children are 
experiencing School and behavioral problems dnl:  

attribute these to the fact that they are spend,rl:; 
IWCJ tiours arone or I ?  child care 

1 he iir'ie t t j i c l  i you know being awak 
t v 7 t  irini. I th ink  IS maybe a little more of a 
wgative impact on him because he s 1 1 1  

SCh301 preschooi nine hours a day f n s  
teacher has told me that yocl kriou 
sometimes he I I  lay in the grouivJ outside 
on the playground and say that he wanis 
h i s  nnmmy So 1 think that he misses me 
7 lo: And urn he b !raving a hard time 

Althou(g'1 several ~ O C I J S  group members worried 
about how their absence due to woik or J O ~ .  

search affected their children this was not the 
oncv ccmern raised Even wher, physicall\ 
present a wuril-out caren: can be mavailable 
emotionally and  otherwise 

Impacts on Families and Children 

T tie picture that emerges from welfare-to-work 
participants in the focus groups abOtJt the impact 
ot CalWORKs on themselves and their families is 
in most part very positive When parents who had 
Got previously been working find Jobs especially 
when the jobs are ones to which they have 
aspired, they describe a number of positive 
impacts These impacts include not only 
increased household resources, but also better 
famiiy relationships and greater self-confidence I: 
must be noted however. that Some of the focus 
g~uup members were unhappy because they 
worked in jobs that did not advance their career 
objectives, and did not necessarily lead to long- 
term economic self-sufficiency In addition. those 
recipients who failed to find jobs quickly reported 
increasing levels of stress on themselves and their 
families For both workers and job-seekers. the  
fact that CalWORKs subsidizes child care *as % 

malor benetit At the same time man) pareqts 
worried about the quality of care their chililreri 
were receiving while some workrng parenls 
wondered a b u t  the consequences of lack of time 
that they had for their children Finaily especially 
for single parents bearing the "double burden' of 
employmeit and housework drained them 
pn ys ica II y a nd emotion a I I y 

The focus groups were primarily drawn from 
among adult CalWORKs recipients who had 
recently 'inished the GAIN welfare-to-work 
orientatiol-r sc CalWORKs recipients who were 
no shows were not heard from for this report in 

dddil~on little was beard aboul aspects of 
!,alWORIC> :lot directly related to employment 
For ~;xaniple mothers were not asked whether the 

tarridv cap provision of CalWORKs had affected 
their demior  about intended familk size and the  
igol-ac! - f  rtAstderlce requirement for teens on their 
parnntinq shills and path tc, econor7ic self- 
sbf: Icle, I(, I 



Conct usions 
In conAusion between January ! 998 and Octme 
of 1999 welfare parents increasir~gly moved (P 
welfare rolls and single mothers moved to pir the 
workforce Parents who lefr welfare for LWJii. 

became iess ilkelv to  return 1 1 1  aici HowetJw 
many families who left welfare, did OLII ret.eive t w  

health coverage and Food Stanips foi Which 'ne, 
might have been eligible Legal inimrgranls fltx 
were unsure about their eligibility (or aid or aboul 
the repercussions of accepting did shied iw,q 
froni the welfare system ' 5 )  

The otiserved indcators i r i  the target cornmunitre-- 
related to family chiid and commuixty well beiny 
improved or deteriorated in the same manner as 1r1 

the County as a whole This suggests t'ia! 

CalWCjRKs neither facilitated n ~ ~ f  impeder! 
progress for fieifare famiice> tri  Its init ial year:, L' 

imple rrientation 

Single-parent farilies tha! had beer) un aid f o r  8 o r  
more p a r s  increased by 16 percent 4ri the first tw~ '  
years of the reform period 1 his reiative i n ~ r e ~ i s r .  
'1-1 long term cases reflects rnultlple barrrers 1: 

independence facer! bi. parents iii Jong-terri, 
CdSeS 

This study also found evidence that the wages of 
suigle motheis remained flat while marrirtl 
malhers wages had 'f propensity tcC increase 
While employment iates did no: rncredsc' 
substantially proqram participatior ir? the welfare 
kJ-Wofk program xmponents increasml 
significdiitlv in the first twt  years af ivelfare refor.;! 
li addition i-+d:~lt~ wh:: wnrhed a r i t ?  iorltinuer! t 
lereivr -ash airl were llkelv l o  vark r m f t  ho!lrb 

l u  percent in the second year of the CalWORKs 
program 

This initial round of observing and analyzing 
trends has contributed significantly tcj knowledge 
a k w t  the impact of welfare reform in Los Angeles 
County but there is much more to learr- For 
instance why did the proportion of cases under 
iwn-years-old and over five-years-old increase 
while cases i r i  the middle-two-to five-years- 
decline as a proportion of all cases between 
January 1998 and October 19997 If so. has this 
trend continued or changed in recent years? The 
growing fraction of "young" cases is indicative of a 
higher level of turnover As predicted by rnany 
scholars as families with mitd 01 moderate 
proolems are helped to leave welfare, trie hard 
core' or "hard to serve" are an increasing fraction 
of those who remain 

The evidecce regarding those who left welfare 
remains i,iconclusive Studies indicate most 
leavers felt thFtrnselves at least in the f i r s t  several 
moviths better off, and a small but signlitcant 
minority felt worse off In late 1999 the State of 
California conducted a Statewide phone sumey of 
former recrpients who had left aid in 1998 and 
1999 ''I 'They found that 51 percenl of 
respondents felt that they were doing better 
overall and 43 percent were better off financially 
thdn they had beep while on cash aid On the 

other Pand 16 percent felt that they were worse 
off overall and 26 percent-a full one-quarfer-fell 
that they were worse off financially than they had 
been vYhile m aic! Most of the remainder said that 
t h a i  were ooirrg rio differently thari they hdd while 

I Marry leavers reported suffering hardships 
titer Pricliric] their welfare receipt such  as havihg 

'CJ I;( '  hilriqry occasionallv or being unable to psk 
brl I r r  the California study mentioned above 
o w  c~uarter or the respondents reported having d 

:ireat deai of difficulty" or 'quite a bit of drffcLlty 
I)a:rrq the i r  bills and another quarler reported 
c'ome diffir uf!\ I\ national study indicated that 



some leavers ! 18 percenli often go hungr] but on 
this drld most m e -  nieasu'ps (3 harc1;hip 
exciudrng abilitt t t  pay bills welfare recipients 
were worse off ?hap leavers 'L Anotner Califnrnia 
study conducted I? 2000 and based :I! 

adrniriistratiL e data found tba' nr: dverdytk 

welfarlt ieavers if1 Ihe State earned 53 66K qer 
quarter v\rhic,h is I n C  percent of th+ cederdl 
Poverti Threshoid for a family ~f one aduli and 
two chiidren '' If tne average was barely aboke 
the poverty level mdnv ieavers d not most had 
incomes b e l w  !he poverty level--especial!y since 
the 48 percent 0' leavers who ha3 less than 81i)O 
rn c;uarteriy Lrfcornt- were not cumpuled intc tht 
average This nakes the difficulties of welfare 
leaverc miow Lnderstandable I ?  also he lps  
explairi wnk thti r;ia,ority of the ieavers ( 5 '  
percent) irr the Chlifornia phorie survey still 
received some form ot Medi-Lai assistance 1 
1 3  pe"rcent wp'e receivinq F c ~ d  Starric c. 

asststci 'ce 1 4 

This report ends with the voices of welfare 
recipients because the recipients provide a 
reminder of how many aspects of an aided family s 
life can be affected by welfare reform Drawing 
f r c m  the stories recipients told, a composite 
portrait could be painted of a single-parent family 
participating in the CalWORKs welfare-to-work 
prograni The mother solight work and needed 
transportation Her college student son helped 
her but at the cost of neglecting his education 
Her preschool daughter wondered where her 
mother had gone Once the mother found work 
hfv grade school son was proud and the family's 
firiarices improved, but she had no time to spend 
helping he: son with homework or supervisrny him 
after School Unsupewised in a bad 
neighhorhood-the only neighborhood the mothec 
could afford-- she feared that her young son would 
get into trouble While the accent here may be on 
the negative this excerpt htghlights that t h e  
mobiitty of CalWORKs families out of povertv r d s  
many challenges and not without pair; 

Se I f-s i r  ff ic ie n c y 

A$ OPSS has increasingly turned its attentim tc 
helping families not just leave welfare, but also 
prepare for the road to long-term self-sufficiency 
the complexity of their mission has increased 
Preliminary studies on the impact of welfare 
refcum show that while the new reform has been 
successful in making welfare recipients work, most 
of their earnings have been in low-wage jobs ar?d 
no! sufficient to raise their family out of pOV€?ny 

suggesting that a lot more needs to be done tc 
vcve welfare recipients beyond low-wage dead- 
end jobs and intc jobs with a living wage and long- 
:err71 qra\rith opportunities  his must be done 
wtiile riot displacing other workers and causirlg 
r : t fwr !w?irie5 t9 become weifare- reliant 

!~i8.jra?,cwts are triat tne majority of tamilies that !eft 
weifart dit !  so when they were still eligible for 
assistar;ce Qnly 22 percent of t?ie c:ases 
~IS~:O::~NIJKI in Los Angeles County tn September 
" V99 !or exarnpie, were terminated because the  

i,jni!iy was s:iear!y iiri longer eligibie for aid- 



another 6 percent here inehgibie becduce or 
earnings The process of self-sufficient) may be 
cindermined if parmrs who find jobs leave wetfare 
Immediately because tney are afraid of losinq 
time-limited benefits Inability tc tat e ailvarltage i f 
career-tioosliiq resources desioned to s ~ j ~ i a r r ~  
self .sidficierr ’r coulr! ultimateiy read 10 morr 
barriers slid extend the overail usage IJi the 
welfare rpfoin systern fvcugh repedleil ~ y c l e s  1 >f  
aid 

5-  

Next Steps 

T h i s  fepo,: is the first in series ?f  arinuat repor?*- 
on the irnpac:? of welfare reform i i i  1-05 Angeles 
County Several research questions +lave tieen 
identified that were not dddressed i r i  depth in this 
report but \WhiCh CES believes should hc. 

analyzed in greater depth { t i  the future Ptlest. 
qiies t i r)ns i ncl IJ m-l 

Why did welfare leavers not use benefits for 
which they were qualified7 

Why did eligible immigrants fail to lake 
advantage of cash aid and Medi-CaP 

Did the rapid entry of welfare recipients into 
the workforce displace other working people 
from lobs7 

If welfare parents and welfare leavers were 
displacing other working people from their 
jobs whrch types of jobs and jobholders were 
most affected? 

While not all of these questions may be 
answerable just yet, future reports that use survey 
data along wth  administrative records may help 
shed further light an the issues dnderlytng these 
problems 



Appendix A. Notes on Data and Methods 
it:! spare the 3asu3' readel- i:ar" length? 
discussions of techriical de!ai:s ir, rhe body of the 
i-epo!!, these discussions have been placed in ?hi:; 
apperidix The primary data soi.irces icr this repcrt 
were C)ni t r td  States B,.ireali of tne (k?flSiJ5 surveys 
admmstrative records f ron a variety of piJbtic 
agerims I!! 1-25 Angeles County and the State at 
Calitcxnia a% surveys and focus groups 
condiizted by (ZES General information on these 
data :;(xiices a:7d cm the calculation i f  spec;lfic 
statistics are fmvidei) here 

United States Bureau of the Census Surveys 
Population Estimates 

estiniate growth in the population These 
nieasures understate growth in the Los Angeles 
County population because they do nct control for 
the fact that Los Angeles County povertv means 
that higher proportions of Angelenos are not 
.equired to file tax returns Fkrther these 
estimates fail to adjust for the fact that elderly 
tmrnigran?s are often not served by programs such 
as Medicare Third. the undercount adjustment 
factors are likely understated because they do not 
adequately measure the likely population of 
immigrants in the Los Angeles County area 

Urban Research produces annual demographic 
estimates far Los Angeles County that do control 
for these problems However these eStimateS 
were not consistent across time and thus were nOl  

hseful for this project Although Urban Research 
estimates are considered reliable estimates of the 
[Jopulatiori in a given year the new information 
a b u t  population is not used to adjust historical 
estimates c\f populatton For example 1 1  new 
evtdence of growth among the Hispanic elderly 
were found this would impact the current-year 
population estimates but would not be used to 
adjust pas:: estimates Urban Research is now in 
the process of researching how to adjust pasr 
estimates accurately 

Pclpulation estimates made by the California 
Department of Finance were examined, but 
rejected because they appeared to be iwonsistent 
in a manner similar to the Urban Researcl. 
estimates The Department of Finance populetron 
eslirriate f o r  Los Angeles County was esSentialiy 
the official Census estimate back in the early 
l,Wfis but has since grown to Pxceed the 
iirirjerc~;int-a~jusled population estimales 
N.xietneless the Department d Finance 
Lharac:erize: their estimates as nof adjusting fcf  
t n c  findercount They likely understate the 
population of children and African Americans and 
wzn: to overstate the population as a whole CES 
w c  informed the California Department of Finance 



about these apparent problems with their 
estimates awl txpec! to see the State product. 
revised estimdtes f o r  L:,s Ang&es County ttw 
future 

The C:tlrfef" PoFUIJt t t i  SUrsweV i V a 5  l t t , !  a Jst. r i  

.;ouLe as its poruldticn cwnts w i e  ivanipulate6 
!v be co!isistent &itD the ( = P ~ S I I S  Bureai c 

trr7dercouni-crdjusl~~ estimatei i)f !tit= '[ate 
populatior 

Finally CES rclceived the United States Bureai. 0' 

Labor 5 (81 S \  estimates of the -lvilian i o r c  
instrtutiona! population of Los Aiigeles C w n ! y  over 

the lime pertcall These estttriatec were founcl i c  
be conststent a r d  reasonably precrse Tne E3LE 
controls for ? h e  undercount 11- the Los Anysles 
County populatiw and develops tc; estimates 
througll a rigorcxi5 modefrng process Tne ULS 
estimates are prodLced bv a signal-noise ftltraiii,r> 
model that reduces random 'Ioise rn the  estitnatm 
and I -  sDeci f ix i  v tailored it iimrlel f P  

1.05 Anyeies L.II 5 i 'y populaticn 

LES u s e d  the Bl S estimates af !he I.iviiian nn 
institutic:riai pc/puiatior aged l b  and older as :lie 
basis for its estimates Howevei additional 
adjustments were required to estimate t h e  entire 
civtliari lion-rnstitutiona: population specifically f r r  

childrer ander age 16 In order to estimate this 
population the mstitutiunairzed cnmponent of 'Lhr 
Las Angeles C :,unt)- child population wa5 
estimated usiriq the percentage of chtlcfreri 

rrlstitutionaiized 111 tCle i 990 Census of Papulatim 
Therr i.iflderCOLjr:i arj,ustrnent was applied for the 
chiid pnpulatror Ir; calculate the wrnbers of 
chiidreri pres!imec! io by uncounted 

farces population in Los Angeles County, because 
cutbacks in military personnel are considered to 
be higher in Los Angeles County than the national 
average The instituttonaiired population was 
estimated from a combination of data sources, 
including Census Bureau estimates of t h e  natioriai 
institutionalized population and the proportlon of 
the  Los Angeles County population 
institutionalized according to 1990 Census data 
The resulting estimates of the resident population 
were closer to the undercount-adpsted population 
estimates produced by the United States Census 
Bureau than to any of the other sources 05 

populatiori estimate: 

As stated above, for the purposes of comparing 
trends over time, CES required consistency in the 
population estimates Although the estimates that 
were used suffer from some limitations in the 
undercount adjustment factors used, CES 
ccnsidered !hew to be the most reirab'e 
ccjrisistent population estimates available at the 
time the analyses were conducted 

Cer is~ is  of Population and Housing 

The 1990 Census of Populatror? and Housing was 
ased for estimating population and poverty at the 
Census tract level in the County For population 
estimates. the 100 percent count data from the 
Surnmary Tape Files (STF) was used for tract- 
level data about the County For poverty 
estimates at the tract level. the Census sample of 
7 percent of t h e  population who are given the long 
survey form tc complete was used These data 
were drawn from the STF files 

For purposes of calculating gencler ratios by race 
and age grmp the non institutional portiorl of the  
popcrl,3tion was calculated f73m 3 5 percent 
sanipie of records called the  Public Use Microdata 
SamplPs IPUMS.1 

1 ' i:rrent Population SUNE-Y ICPS' 

:'he CPSs w r e  used for a number or addttronal 
nie;-fswvi and were also used for making local 



Piw 2erisus BureaJ, adnlinistcr. a labor market 
qucstimi taiic r f ~  pd't c y f  thrd Current Popuialtcln 
S u r ~ e y  i n  aac 1 9  *nont'~ Ln behaif of the United 
State. buredo : Labor Statistics Phis 
questionnaire fn r r i s  lrie Dasis of local and national 
officia* unemployment estimates Researchers are 
r.)rm (led dice:s 1.1 omquarter oi the sample 
uSeri 1rr idrposes 0' official estimates These 
data dre known a5 the  Outgolng Notation Groups 
1 he ;>utq m y  biotations data covers 370 000 
peopie :n ioughly 130,of)L1 households in a given 
year i he id:, Arigeles County portion !A the 
sample ,over> j - 3  OW people iii 3 000 
Xwse~o lds  Beca~ise the sample scze tor ttiese 
data roughly three times Idrcp lharl the sarnple 
size i a ' 3 i v t i i  m:?ritn trie data art' considered 
rwre a c w r a k  particularly tor 5 ~ f )  state anr: 
?ieli?mlita:. are3 estimates 

1994 dunng the ttme period under anaiysis 
Although an attempl has been made to control far 
design changes in making our estimates, the 
estimates for 1992-1 994 are nut entirely 
comparable to the estimates for the 1995-1999 
period 

The weights used in the CPS provide researchers 
with information on the number of people in the 
population represented by each survey 
respondent On average each Los Angeles 
County resident surveyed represents 750 other 
residents in the Outgoing Rotations data and 
represents 1,700 other residents in the March 
stirvey data 

These weights are not entirely reliable for the 
ios Angeles County area and were adjusted by 
Urban Research to account for Census Bureau 
errors arid underestimates of the ios Angeies 
County population Although the  weights do 
attempt to control for the undercount of 
Caiiforniaiis they are not designed by  the Census  
Bureau lo contro! for inaccurate kwpulatior 
estimates a? the sub-state level Urban Research 
developed more accurate Los Angetes County 
population estimates and used these to adjust the 
Current Population Survey weights The accurate 
wpuiation estimates are essentially the 
undercount-adjusted Los Angeles County 
population of civilians who are not institutionatized 

Administrative Records  

Adrriinistrative records are data on cases of 
incidents that are collected by government 
aqencies strictly or primarily for theli owti l iterrial 
1 1 3 2  !:I day-to-day operations Although 
ddrriinistrative records may be paper-based this 
tqmrt refers only to data coilected and processed 
!tiFmigh &ministrative computing systems For 
ftii: rapof' ddmiriistrative records that were 
pro.iide3 b y  a variety of sources were used 

lypicat!y, administrative records have full or nea*- 
full ccverage of the pupidation of interest-+ brg 
contrast to the sample SLIrv'eys described above 



order to determine the geographic location of the 
individual businesses 

1 lie data are incomplete in tnat they do not include 
?he self-employed and certain businesses exempt 
from Urempioyment Insurance reporting 
I equirernents The self-employed constitute 
roughly 10 pe:cerit of the local workforce Exempt 
business establishments are primarily farming and 
religious institutions and constitute an insignificant 
share of the local labor force The employment 
counts reported to the California Employment 
L)eveloprnenl Department include full-time and 
part-time workers, however, they do not include 
stddent workers, interns, and unpaid volunteers 

The underlying data are somewhat flawed for the 
purposes ot geographic coding Smaller 
businesses with multiple branches da not 
necessarily report the precise location of each 
branch and may ~ 1 ~ r - n  all their employment and 
allocate I t  tci their main location Same businesses 
repor? a mailing address outside the Comty and 
do not provide the actual site address, and these 
husinesse? are allocated geographically on the 
basis of the geographic distribution of employriient 
at businesses with useful addresses located inside 
County boundaries 

Ttle employment estimates are made by Urban 
Research and account for employment that IS not 
reported to the State, for imperfections in the 
bmness establishments addresses as well as 
rmprecision IF the geographic matching process 
The -eader should be advised that employment 
estimates are more precise f o r  larger geographic 
areas and lose precision as they are estimated at 
srnaller yecigraphic levels such ds Ceisus tracts 

F - ' I I ~ / I F  A ssistarice DPSS 

OFJ'S prcvided CES with monthiy electronic 
?opres of case records of CalWOPKs recipients 
srartiriq with April la98 These records allow the 
de!errnination of how many people were aided 
durinq each rnonth which people were registered 
with the GAIN welfare-to-worK program and similar 



An alternative to omrtting these offices from 
calculations was to create estimates for the offices 
based an past trends This method has its 
vimes-we would be presenting counts of 
recip~enls for instance that would be closer to the 
'teti.iaI number for the  County-but it C O L J ~ ~  also 
introduce "trend btas' -an error resulting from the 
extrapolation of past trends CES decided against 
rTlaking a blanket decision for all tabulations but 
instead decided to choose between one of three 
alternatives for each calculation that would either 
a1 omit the two offices from the entire calculation, 
b \  omit the two offices only when there was nc 
data for them. or c )  use straight-line extrapolations 
for the data points that were missing The tables 
2nd figures in this report are marked accordingly 

Data an CalWORKs cases and aided persons are 
kept primarily in the IBPS data system CES 
receives a monthly extract of IBPS data, !his 
ehtract (which also includes data from CDMS) IS 
commonly referred 10 as FOCUS The extracts 
that CES did receive are subsets of the full 

database in two ways First, they do not include 
ail cases The full database includes many cases 
that are no longer active The extract includes 
inactive cases only if they have become inactive 
during the extract month 

Secorld there are many data elements in the 
original FOCUS data that are not part of the 
extract file For a variety of purposes DPSS 
administrative data needs to be matched with data 
tiorri other  agencies and this matching requires 
possession of participant names (Please note 
that all of these matched data are kept strictly 
ccrr,fideritial and are not released lo any agencies. 
including DPSS Because the FOCUS extract 
does not iriclude the names of persons receiving 
aid L E S  tias had to retrieve IVCMIS data whicb 
cf(Jt.5 inslLde names and merge the two data 
V J C I T C ~ S  before performing the match 

L w c a  aspect of the FOCUS extract that has caused 
CEF borne difficulty is the way in which household 
ar td  fam i l y  members  are handled. Each type of 



dssis;an(,e tna: DPSS provides has a differenr set 
n' :&> eqardlng whicn rousehold member!; are 
,?r ~ r q  not tr nc- iwlirded in the assistance tirlii 
Al : a  iBF3 tlundle; this by creating rnultrplc 
r-e:.arate fal?7111es edch of which correspanas 

to ,: ,:?eelfir type 01 aid A sp~rifir, 
ber may appear tri ah or norw o? 

frie AC s '16- itfenirfiers assigned k, each perso!, 
r i  iPCi r,ase die vat do:-mstent across AUs, and the 
tarnirv walicnshig 'c)rks used in IBPS are of 108, 

~~Udiit; x i  t t  ic, crfficull to determine precisely hiv. 
Iaiqe We w i s c h J I d  is who is in the housendil 
mC! It e fmiilt, uhat atd they are receiving anc 
Iiuh iriey drp related Furthermore there is r i r  

reliabl, way i :ietermine whether or riot an \  
t.tnaidr-. 1 1,ersor ?, in !he household thal are listed 
7 $  A:? rrteniters still IILF: in the housefioia 

New referrals received by DCFS are initially 
rlasslfied tinder the category "Emergency 
Response' while the agency attempts to verify that 
d problem exists When that determination is 
made d case either becomes substantiated or IS 
dropped Substantiated cases can remain as 
Emergency Response (ER) for some time while a 
decision IS made on the disposition of the case kt 
any given month most new cases wll be 
classified as ER 

DCFS prepared special data extracts for CES wlth 
case ID name parental address social securit~ 
umber, program type and other information For 

each year from 1992 through 1997 DCFS 
provided files with a snapshot of their caseload a1 

the end of the month of October DCFS also 
provided snapshots of their caseload in December 
1998 and in every month from February t999 
through the present The earlier files (October 
1992 through October 1997) included large 
nuqlbers of referrals mixed in with the verified 
(substantiated) Lases. but the later files (after 
Oclabei 1997) did not The referrals here 
classified as ER, and were not distinguishable 
from the small numbers of ER cases that had 
been substantiated and had not yet been 
transferred tc another program In order to ensure 
cornparability across the years all records 
classified as ER were dropped 

Dropping ER cases has the unfortunate result of 
enforcing biases already inherent in the methods 
The rnajor source of bias IS the fact caicuiations 
are based on data for a single month during the 
war For reasons of practicality DCFS was only 
3 b k  IP supply CES with one data extract per year 
'or the years 1992-97 After conferring with 
X ' F S  October was chosen as the target month 
'P i  each c! these years There are some seasonal 
w s  dnf! downs in DCFS caseloads and 
imording tc DCFS October tends to be an 
, w r a g e  r rmntr i  

Earti ijctciber file gives us a snapshot of cases 
that were open at the end of that month These 



s that were initiated many years 
Iref(-re m i  riave riot vet been resolved Cases d ie 

i~ided cases that were initiated earlier in the 
l r  wi; tnat were resolved and closed betow ttje 

~ n r l  f C)c!obe: T h i s  means that there is a bias i r  

J > t a  trrwaras longer-term Lases The 

c: tj;, itiort r ) t  DCFS cases that last less :tall d 

,c. r i o t  presenti) Known and so the exten: tc, 

w,hicri tnese cases are underrepresented irl CES s 
‘ d b ~ l i ! r t * i ~  cannot be stateu Based :Ifi 

mvwsations wit’; DCFS however 11 woinii 
appear t7at wan) of the EH cases that are to t i@ 
. ~ r o p i e d  wii 7er:ome short-term cases arid 
ttiwefore qrcppirrc; these ER cases exacerbates 
i l i ~  ~ireihod~loqica! nias While this biac is 

u v e s i r a b k  i t  ,s presently unavordable di-id In 
vJent the longer-term cases that are bemy 

a tend t:: 3e t h e  niore serious ones 

was the computer system transition that caused 
DCFS to send data on only substantiated cases 
after 1997, when they had sent data on some 
unsubstantiated referrals for earlier years 
Second because of the transition, the 1997 data 
&as incomplete missing the cases managed by 
an  office in the South Bay, and DCFS was unabie 
t~ supply a file for October 1998 (CES used the 
December file they supplied in its place) The 
DCFS Lakewood office switched computer 
systems in early 1997, resulting in a substantial 
urtdercount n the October 1997 file for nearby 
areas especially Central Long Beach, Comptoil 
and Wilmington-Harbor City Because the 
Lakewood office handled roughly 12 percent of the 
DCFS annual caseload, totals for that year have 
been weighted accordingly 

Tnird with the old computer system, DCFS was 
able to supply valid addresses for almost ail 
cases The December 1998 file did not include 
addresses at all and later files had a lower 
proportion of valid addresses than had been the 
case with the 1992-97 files Because of the 
niissing addresses, we did not use December 
1998 data in Table 13 (December 1998 data 
were used in Table 14, where addresses were not 
relevant ) CES experimented with weighting post- 
1997 data to compensate for the lower proportion 
of valid addresses. but it was determined that this 
was unnecessary and might have resulted in 
distorted findings 

lc: obtain the results shown in Table 14 children 
in the DCFS files were matched against families 
and children in DPSS case files Each DCFS file 
wds matched against the DPSS case records for 
the same ‘target’ month CES searched for 
inarcties C I I  case and person number name and 
Sc)cial Sewrity number These were matched 
writ) OPSS case and person number, Sociai 
Sewrity number and applicant name This was a 
probabiiistic match conducted tising the 

Automatch software package and it allowed a pair 
-)i tecords :U be considered “a match” even when 
!ric-’v did not agree 100 percent Care was taken to 



,4fter ~ ; < > ~ ~ p I ~ ~ t ; i ~ ~  the matcP,. CES selected only th i l  

I:hildre;, im: w'i~:se DCFS cases opened rn the 
prim yea: ((i'Icfusi\le of the month from whtch the 
D C F S  f r v  was arav,n--the -'target month"; CES 
estimate0 !-ate5 c:t neglect and abuse by dividing 
the rii.i:iiht.~ ,.+ ~~:ni13ren selected by the number of 
ch!idreil aidei? 3r:der CalWORKs in the target 

: i x t e  :hat the number 9: 

children in the target month 15 

imatim of the "true" soiirtx 
The children who were in out o! 
dui in3 the target rnorith were 

i.ids:l in the month's count "rf 

WCXi.; .  nicl-.,: ch!ldren. Furthermore, mosi nt 
; cqinated before the target 
inter of chi1dre;i.i would probabiy 

h a w  ; k e f  ! a r p  1'1 !he month in which the case 
opened q;vcw !h tinuing downward trend iri 

c alWO F: b: s Another paint to note IS  

thr:! s w w  <.;i the linkages between children and 
<~alWT?&ks ,.:ases denlified through the matching 
pi(,>Ces: ma\ t:e d children placed mlc rather than 
mf cf i::alWCiRk.s families. Families that take ir; 
.e!atecf rcs:t?~ L'hildren may become eligible tor 
CaiVVi:)Hr.. ,'isr'.rstd;-ce as a result These cases 
WE?T w' ..:!:)untw! separately. but their numbers 

II mough as to have !-I:: 

signrfi::an? IT  - % t i  the incidence rates tha? were 

::a 5 t;' 

{ ' i i l ~  i-1 I 

measures used were Teen Bdhs, Low Birth 
Weight and lrlfant Mortality Rates for teen births 
here calculaied using births among teens divided 
by the number of teens age 10-17 in the County 
itaKen from population estimates) multiplied by 
1 000 Rates for low birth weight were calculated 
by using data on births less than 2 500 grams as 
the numerator and all births for that year as the 
denominator infant mortality was calculated as 
the nurnber of infant deaths divided by all births for 
that year (multiplied by 1,000) 

1 h e  California Department of Health Services also 
collects vital records data The cities of Long 
Beach and Pasadena collect birth and death data 
from their local hospitals These data are sent to 
the State Annual birth and death data for the 
entire County. with zip codes but not addresses. 
can be retrieved from the California Department of 
Health Services CES does not have this data tar 
all target wars and did not use this data 

Education 

!.us Angeles County Office of Education 

Each February all Los Angeles County schools 
submit to the LACOE a count of CalWORKs-aided 
studepts who were attending school in the district 
during the preceding October For the County and 
for each community. we calculated the proportion 
.I' students who were from CalWORKs families 
dividing the count of CalWORKs-aided students by 
:he total number of students enrolled in public and 
private schools We present annual school 
dropoli! rates for grades 9-12 These are 
Lalculated by dividing the total number of children 
leaving grades 9-12 during the school year 
including transfers, but not graduates by the total 
iiuiriber d students enrolled z: any time during the 
: ,ChciS'  Ledr 

(la'rfo:wa Department of Education 

i l i t2  Stale of California Department of Education 
r,oliect!: sta;isticai data from school districts cm 
x h  )+level (K-12) demographics and 
actwvernent Some of these data are made 



County LAUSD IS enormous, but only serves a 
fraction of the total school age populalion Areas 
within the City of Los Angeles are served by 
LAUSD (and many private schools). but areas 
ailtsrde of the city are more likely served by 
another district 

Hepcrting community-level school stalislics IS thus 
fornewhat problematic Where the community IS 

served b) a unified school district the SATIS 
scores we report are composite scores for the 
entire district For communities that are served by 
school districts that also serve other  communities 
SATIS scores are presented for one iandomly 
selected elementary school (for 3" grade scores) 
and  one randomly selected high school (for 9" 
grade scores) wlthin the community Table 1A 

lists the randomly selected schools 

Schools 

Evergreen Elerrientary 

Thentlure Roosevelt Senior High 

Ediswn Elementary 

I No hiqh sctioul wthin community) 

Harbor C ~ t y  flernentary 

t4arbonne (Nathaniel\ Senior High 

Grant Clementary 

H c A I ~ c d  Senior High 

Hairhito Avenue Elementary 

rN,i hiuli schwi within community) 

Pvrtrero t-leiqhts Elementary 

f?OSe(TPJd Iiigh 

j I I?~F:-~VICWS with 131 aid recipients and 68 staff 
I r-iPrnhers (20 intake eligibility workers 20 
i approved eligibility workers 20 eligibilltv 
: wpcrvisors and eight district office deputy 
1 directorsr This survey partly overlapped with the 



x i n e y  fielded by CES at 13 CafWOHKs district 
offtcer, ir: Decernaer 1994 and reported on in nil: 
s e m  CalWORKs evaluation report 1-tw 
r.-i;ipiPnt suwt-'\ included questions on services 
$ e s ~ ~ \ e c j  by recipients at the CalWORKs offices 
qJuectlr VT on Pihetner staff explained various parts 
o' trw CdlWORKs program to the recipients and 
Ci1 now weil recipients tamilies were doing under 
C a1Wvr)RKs 4iiswe-s to the "impact' questaons 
are inc ided in this report ) Stafi Inembers were 
asked queslions about CalWORKs implementation 
dib3 L:bouf changes in thei: work roles (Staff 
'n'PrVit*ws are  plirit incltided in this report ) 

c,Es .,nducted several wakes of foc!~s groups 
siartina in U e c t m k r  1998 The initial wave 
included focus groups with both %tap and welfare 
recifiiPiif1, The welfare recipierits were choseit 

tccc v v h i  i ~ i l  iri Decemhe, 1998 recently 
r oni[?lt~fed GAlh oileritation 1 h e  r,rne groups 
reprmtd on rere took place February- Jiine 199q 
l ' ~  J f We y r o i i ~ s  irirliJded nine participants frorn 
t r w  i r i  ti81 Ilecember 1998 groups Of the other 
sever? twci groilps were conducted in Spanish iwcl 
5P L A i V  participants were included The groups 
bere conducted in three GAIN offices and i)nr 
i;aiV\tOKKs district office The database mclurler! 
< I  IUtal f 59 lfldIvldUc+ts 

l i t  .jdt-liric,it t o  general questions about the GAIN 
welfartb.:rv work prugiani, focus group members 
k~ere CiEkPd lmpact questions They were asked 
d b w !  how participation in welfare-to-wcrk 
arl:vi!ie- IncIu3rq job search and employment 
irHw tei 1 1 w r  families econcric social arm 

-a1 i4,eil ireinc; The firidiriys reprirt~if 
t ;s P 2 at i on s. t r a n sc, rip t ion  s a n 1 t r :J?' 

since they were recruited during their Orientation 
to GAIN in December 1998 They were 
interviewed at that time and then again in the 
wrnter and spring of 1999 Some of the 
participants who attended focus groups in 
December had dropped out, were exempt or 
otherwise unavailable, several substitutes were 
recruited who like the malority of the participants. 
were either searching for a job or were working 
At! participants in these groups came from two 
regional GAIN offices selected to represent the 
rnajority welfare Hispanic (immigrant and native- 
born) and African American populations Tney 
volunteered to participate we personally contacted 
them during an activity al these regional offices 

To uqderstand the impact of GAIN, it was 
important to include the employed in our study 
Three focus groups were recruited from 
pdrticrpants who were employed at least 32 hours 
This group was deliberately added to the sample 
because few members of the original group had 
fult time employment These participants were 
raridornly selected from lists provided by one 
district and one regional GAlN office These 
offices were located in parts of the County !ha! 
enabled inclusion of more Whites and Asian 
Americans in our sample (see Appendix B for a 
fuller picture of the age, education, employment 
status immigrant status. and race/ethnicity of our 
participants; 

During the focus groups participants were told 
about the purpose of CES's research, the 
importance of adding their voices to the County's 
evaluation and the themes that would be explored 
in tne focus groups Each participant was giver! a 
b w t  questionnaire about themselves and their 
welfare-to-work status Rules of conduct were 
[ resented to encourage participation and avoid 
?orrmance by J few individuals Tc start the 

sessions participants were asked to tell a little 

dbuul themselves-their status in the transition 
trcm welfare-to-work and how the program had 
v ~ &  or not served their needs Most of the 

tliscussior! time was devoted to the impact cf 



questionnaire (see Appendix C )  functioned as a 
guide for the facilitators, it was not followed rigidly 
The srder and priority of questioning was at the  
group leader's discretion and depended on the 
dynamic of the group 



Table 2A Demographic F'r'of!lt. 3f Focus Group Members 

Immigrant Status Frequency Percentage 

Bnn: in UnileC States 2 5 50 
- --I._ ~ 

Ecriri elsewhere 

CK~ answer 

L.. '7'> 44 

6 

Frequency Percentage 

10 26 

1 i! i 1, 

2 h 5 ;i 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

v , , ,  

t 

i 

x t 90 
..... - -. ..... _. 



Table 3A. Frequency of Immigrant Status by RacelEthnicity 

RaceiEthnicity Immigrant? 

Yes No Total 

I t  10 10 

d i 10 

1: 4 23 

f! 1 1 

2 2 

r; 0 4 

L L  24 50 

__ 

-7 

Table 4A. Employment Status of Focus Group Members in Detail 

Empioyment Status Frequency Percentage 

Employment Status in Detail Frequency Percentage 

- I - _ I  - 
How They Got the Job Frequency Percentage 



A Note on Research Design Although experimental designs create t h e  
condttions for evaluators to perform various 
statistical tests wth confidence, they do not 
effectively take into account the Social context 
effects and scale effects that play a role in 

determining impacts 01: the  subject population 
Experimental methods are largely adapted from 
the laboratory environment, where researchers 
have full control over research subjects, random 
assignment and other aspects of the experimental 
method decontextualize social action and distort 
program effects 



Appendix 6. Additional Tables 
CaiWORKs Caseloads 

Table IB. Reasons for Discontinuation of CalWORKs Cases, September 1999 -- - -_ ______-- _- -_I_- 

CalWORKsFG CaiWORKslU - 111-- _ _ _ _ ^ _ _ _  - - - - l___-l_ 

Yc Eligible Child 7 44 15% 143 1 5 %  
inc,reasen Faminqs 227 5% 129 13% 

Vic redsed resou:ces or  other incorm 4i 1 "/u I ?  2 D/c 

Inter county Transfer/Moveif/Cannot Lar  at^ 389 8 Yo 46 5?0 

C A 7 noncompliance 1921 40% 362 36% 

Orner ':lienr Initiative 1 52c; 3190 287 29A 
4843 100% 984 100% 
-I --- 

-__.__I- 
- otal - _ -  _l-_l___-_ _____--_I - - - I" 

:murce Slate of Calrfornia form ABCD 253 (2/94). CaWQRKs-Family Groups and Unemployed 
Heport or1 reasons for discontinuance of cash grant completed for Los Angeles County by DPSS 

Note1 Does not include transfers amcmq LalWORKs aid types CA 7 noncompliance for 

mil South Family Oistnct officgs 
I ,*rid FG estmated from combined relzult Includes esbmated caseload for the Pasadena 

Figure 18. Primary Language of CalWORKs Cases, April 1998 - April 1999 



Table 28. Distribution of Primary Language of CaiWORKs 
Participants, -- April 1998 I--~. and April 1999 - 

April 1998 April 1999 

'/a % 

E ngldl 613 59 

Spanish 3 I' 33 

Armen!ar' :3 3 

L'ietnamcsr L 2 

Cam hodian .. 2 

Other L L 

Primary Language 
~ I ..._.I__-._...-._..___.__-..- _____I 

To!ai aide3 1 OCI 1 oci 
Source Data for April 1998 and April 1999 from CES 
tabulations of OPSS administrative data 

-- _.-".-____----I_. 

Figure 2 8 .  Oistribution of Primary Language of CalWORKs cases in April of 1999. 
_____ - . - ---_ I_-- 

:Z r men I an 

r t i ?Y c. Laseload Characteristics Reporl kpnl 1999 



Table 36. Citizenship Status, Heads of New AFDClCalWORKs Cases, 1996-1999 

New AFDClCalWORKo Legal Undocumented 
Cases Citizens Immigrants Immigrants 

- _ _ I _ - _ _ ^  --_-___ 

-__ - - --- -- - -~ 
kiml 113% J 754 6040 20% 20% 

tdhet ’9% 76? n5Qf 1 79” 1 7 Yo 

4prt  1 r, 84F 7 ’5 9, 8 0% 18% 

7 j ”; 7 10% 

AprI 199C 3 7 1 ”  6W- 15% 1 6 O / C  

i k 3  t w  19% 3.bl 7 b? % 1 18% 

Aonl 199“ 3 942 M0 ‘3% 20% 

dctober 1999 3 36 1 639, 1 54, 229r 
--_I-- - - -  -._1_1---_-~ 

E<uurcr Data ior Apnl 1996 tnrouyh Oclobei 1997 taken from Table 1 Wendy Zimmerman and 
bAichael Fix 1998 ‘Declining immgranl applications for Medi-Cai and wetfare benefits in Los Angeles 
Counfv Urban institute. Washington U I‘ Data for Apnl 1998 through October 1999 from SIB 
tabuiakms of DPSS admmistrative data 

PJote Headship determined by ”‘first adult” far ilrban institute, “Applicant” status for SIB. Percentages 
&.) ncjt sum to 100 due to the omission of cases with missing data for the citizenship of the head 
Total inonthly approvals do not equal offiaal DPSS !igures because they were compiled using 
different methodologies Not adjusted for loss of Pasadena and South Family. 

Labor M a r k e t .  Income and Poverty 

Figure 33. Unemployment Rates, 1990-1999 



Figure 4B. Average Monthly Earnings of Adult Welfare Recipients with Earnings 
__ 

... 

. . . .  - . . .  . . . . . . . .  . .  - . . . . . . . . .  

. . . .  . . . .  . _ _  ~ -. 

.... . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . ~ .- . .~ .- . - 

. 
t- \Iv omen 

'vxir-e CES tabulation from OPSS administrative data 
rmte Average earnings arc computed from gruss earnings reported by recipients in their 
rnonthly income statements and include both GAIN enrollees and working parents not enrollee! 

i,Alt.l Calculations exclude recipients ~nrol led  at Pasadena and South Family ofices 

i 1 .'+ 



Figure 5 8  Number of Times Families Have Moved in the Past Year, Los Angeles County, 1999 
- -  - __ - _. .. __ - 

. . . . . . . . . .. .. . , -. . . . . . . .~ .  ... . - 

,iour-. 

M i t t > <  
the L A  p a r  t h d  I-, since May 19987 

-!. 5~ 6-~aeys current recipients who have been nn CalWORKs for a t  least one y e a r  

The (10 ire shows ariswers tc the s u r v e y  questiwn "How mam times altogether (have you movedidid YOU m o w  lr 





Table 68. Percentage of Participants Who Have Gone Hungry 
During the Last Year Because of Not Being Able to Afford to 
Buy Food 

Number of Cases 
- ------ --11 

Percent 
-- --I -_1_-- - ---- 

Never 41' 70% 

2 7% 3ccasionaily I /  

3nen ,3 3 94 

,- 

i olal 62 100% -----_____ -I_.____I--- II_-____ 

Source CES burveys curtent recipients who have been on CalWORKs for. 
at least one year 
Note 'Has there ever been a time in the last 12 months when you went hungry 
because you could not afford to buy food'- 

Table 78. Percentage of Families Who Have Had Electricity Disconnected, Phone 
Disconnected, or Have Had to Ask Others for Help When Money Was Tight, During the Last 
Yea!--. _-- - _I- _- --- 

Electricity Phone Disconnected Asked family or friend 
for help Disconnected 

Percent Percent N Percent N -- __- N 
-. _ _  ._ .- - -- . - - I 

PlC 54 84 x 3 6 S8?h 21 3394 

3uLm-.e i Eb Surveyc current recipients wbc have heen or CaWORKs for at least one year 

1do:e SurVe) questions "Has there ever been a time in the last 12 m n t h s  when Your electricity or heat was 
turned off because you could not afford to pay the bill. your Dhone was disconnected. or went without a phone. in 
the  past year b e a u s e  you could afford to pay in the last year have you had to ask family or friends for help when 
riioney was tight'" 



Figure 66 .  Percentage of Chiidren in Single-Mother Families, Los Angeles County, 1992-1999 

0% I O0w 2 0% 3 o0/o 30% 5 W O  h0S.o 

Percentage In Single Mother k.amilies 
__ 

s o u r c e  rlirrert Population Survek, March Supplement 1992-1999 Note The base populabon is all children ir 
Percentages represent children in families headed b y  single females-not those headed by single 

n:aies 
tin$ 

as d propoftinn of all children 



- Table 8B. High School 0-ut Rates, 1995-1998 
DistricUCommunity 1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 

I 3 5  Angeles Unifier! 9 24 36 4 95 

Boyle Heights (LAlJSDt 7 31 5 12 3 98 
Central Long Beach rionq Beacb .. I. .I. 

Ccrnpton (Compton Unified P 6b E 35 4 82 

Glendale (Glendale iinfied I 0 44 1 30 0 62 
WJrnington-Harbor City itAUSOi 5 15 !J 51 4 27 
rfallywrsod (LAUSD) 13 26 5 19 3 2.1 

dnifw! I 

L mcaster 
Lancaster Elementary 

Anrelope Valley Union High 

.* .. *. 
1 0 7  2 13 1 7 8  

Missiori Hills Panorama Cit, I. .. .. 
Rxernead (LAUSD) 

'Aestnront (LAUSD) 15 50 9 30 6 80 
Source Educational Demographics Office California Department 
of Education httvllwww ede ca QovldemoQraQhlcsl 

Pwtr boyle Heights Wilmington-Harbor City Hollywood Mission Hills-Panorama City 
%)semead and Westmont are served by the LAUSCl Central Long Beach is served by 
the2 Long Beach Unified School Distnct. Lancaster ts sewed try the Lancaster Elementary 
:.<hool Distrid arid by the Antelope Valley Union Hiqh School District Compton and Glendale 
d w  stwed by their own Unified Schrxll Districts 
' h t a  ni 1 availabie 
* *  

w..m 1 

-- 

,)nni,nittees wth only elemmtat-4 schools 



. Table _--I__ 9B. -- SAT/9 National Percentile Rankings in Reading and Math, 1997-1999 
Reading Math 

DistricVCornmunity All students LEP students All students LEP students 

3rd 9 t h  3rd 9th 3rd 9th 3d 9th 

... 

l i  

1 1  

cr 

12 

1 0  

14 

24 

30 

12 

3 ti 

2 1  

I t  

13 

16. 

.. 

.* 

1, 

? 3  

24 

2' 

25 

2 e. 

24 

29 

47 

57 

26 

31 

23 

37 

3 2 

3s 

L. 

.* 

22 

21 

3 3 

3 3 

.. 

.* 

22 

27 

57 

62 

46 

46 

32 

25 

.* 

.. 

44 

4 5  

I" 

". 

24 

27 

28 

27 

23 

30 

12 

47  

i4 

27 

23 

35 

19 

26 

.. 
f. 

21 

22 

26 

25 

.. 

.* 

19 

24 

34 

3 8 

20 

24 

25 

23 

r .  

.. 

23 

20 

.. 

.I 



Table 98 SATIS National Percentile Rankings in Reading and Math. 1997-1999 (Continued) 
_ -  I I_---_.- ~ __I__--_ _-_________--__I_---- __-- -- - 

Reading Math 

DistricUCornmunity All students LEP students AJI students LEP students 

3rd 9th 3rd 9th 3rd 9th 3ra 9th 

27 Y 37 45 "4 c 1 

3 il 31 1 0  48 48 44 30 

1 7  21 2,' 23 

15 2n 8 36 26 4 7  22 

L L  -3' 73 9 30 37 24 24 

22 15 $1 35 38 29 2s 

:.tote Score.: ?f?portec! are Natisnal Percentile Ranks (NPRi  5er Appendix 4 fn: a Iisr 
mrnmunttrss 

schtx)ll, m t h m  

"iiata not available 

- *  :-Jwras are nct applicable lor that grade level 



Table -I-___-^ 106. Births to Teenagers per 1,000 Births, 1993-1998 - 
1993 1994 199s 1996 1997 1998 

48 5 50 9 48 6 47 3 44 e 

Ooyie Heights 7 0  3 TE? h 72 7 st: 7 6 4 4  5 4 P  
:."enIra1 Long 
Reach 

46 6 F.1 1 54 2 5 4 9  55 1 

53 6 54 1 52 5 50 7 59.8 46.7 
--- - _I ___--̂ I--. -_ _I__-_______ _____ 

ouice L O S  Angeles  County Department of Health Services Birth Records for 1993-1998 

'Wte iJnly live births are inciuded Because the cities of Long Beach and Pasadena do not report births tQ the 
OtJnry Department of Health Services. birth? 111 Pasadena and Long Beach hospitals are not counted here 

c:i i t ts to mothers who lived iii the cities of Pasadena and Long Beach but gave birth outside those cities (bui 
GS&? the Yountyj are included here 

t i l r i  I ,ual i~~Ic. 

Table 11B. Total Number of Substantiated Cases of Neglect and Abuse per 1,000 Children, 
1992-1 999 

Oct 1992 Oct 1993 Oct 1994 Oct 1995 Oct 1996 Oct 1997 Oct 1999 



Table I__ 128. -- ---II_ Teen CalWORKs Case-Heads, . - ~  1998-1999 - 
1___1__1_-. 

Cal WORKslFG CalWORKslU 

S c u r t + t  C t b  rriatch ot UPS5 administrative rwnrds anc! ttrrth records provided by the Los Angeles 
win t \ t  )eL,drtiiwnt of Health Service., 



Appendix C. Focus Group Protocol 
This ai.yxrdix presents the protocol used for sorlse 
at the f x u s  groups that ZES conducted to prow& 
flEi-nand irifcsrmatiar? 3r1 the kirids ut issues that 
lr~eiisrr rnothe:s 2 n d  fathers were confrontirq 
luring wetfartd rt?V‘if’’ While ttiic partrc ~ l d i  
protrxcii wac ~JSW! K- focus gruJps I f ~ t  

incorporatecf mernbers of earlier focus groups the 
clewer qroups the newer groups that werp 
corducred used a sirriilar protocol L>e!ails &bout 
ihr  ‘ J r r , i , p  m i l  :he qroup participants can tat> 
f  rid I T  4pperidi. A 

In t rod i.~c t i on 

* Weicorne (3t~i purpose i r i  coriducting this 

effectiveness o i  ( IXWORKsj  arid GAIN 
practces--tr: mtlerstand the anes that arc1 
wo:king *WE;! and the  ones that aft,: I:$ need of 
imc;rovament. Ir: doing this we wan1 to ~ O G U S  

nn  ow experiences with !he prograrri since 
we saw v : ~ ;  !asi.--not hcm the program is 
si~pposed !L) work BUT what :mu personally 
finc: helpfii! Eiiid unhelpful a b w :  the way !t 

ac:‘itial!y wcirks f o r  you and you: family Today, 
VVP, will be at;k,iny k ’ c i d  to talk about such things 
as ‘&ha1 ale your greatest needs with regard 
t o  your participation ir- this stage of Ihc 

;3rnqrarri 2 How do you think tne prrqrarn has 
worked sc: far ir atremptrng tcj meet them‘.,’ 
‘Nh,rt 3 ~ :  y i ~ i  fhirik thai the  impacr of your 
parftcipatiiw will be cn your children and you.- 
fa i~i iv ‘ ;  And finally we are interesied in your  
:ciea:; atmiit tv.w Ihings could be improved 

f0Ci.;:. !JlT)Llp 15 tC) help evi3ltmk the 

* 1 tie rules of the group everyone gets to 
speak, nobody can dominate the conversation. 
and one person speaks at a time great lo 
disagree but be courteous mainlair i 
confidentiality of group responses 

What we will do with the information We will 
summarize the results of the focus groups and 
submit a report to the County as part oi its 
evaluation of CalWORKs Names of 
participants and tapes will be confidential and 
not given to the County What you say here 
will have no effect on your evaluation or 
participation { r i  DPSS. but it could be very 
helpful in making your opinions known and in 
irnprovlng GAIN 

Evaluation Of Gain Practices 

The last time we met in December most ot you 
had pist attended the orientation meeting Now 
w e d  like to catch up with what has happened 
since ther, in terms cf your relationship and 
experiences with GAIN 

Job CIublJob Search 

Let s stan with the peopie who attended Job Club 
Be sure to  give your name each time you speak 

When you a!tended Job Club 

What was i t  like !here7 

Whnt dic! h e y  do at Job Club that was helpful to 
p i ’ ’  I Here probe for good practices informa:ion 
and edaluatiori of the instructor I 

‘Nna? did they do  a: Job Club that was not helpful 
to vg IU‘; 

What I-iappenecl when you looked lor work7 

Did GAIN help you get good leads? 



Sa n c t I ons 

4ave V O L ~  beer sanctioned a l  any rirne3 

Impact of GAIN on Families: Children 

What are some of the good and bad ways that 
your participation In GAIN has affected your family 
I t@ 

Has vcur participation in GAIN affected your aDiItt) 
Ic be a good parent? (Here, try to get at what they  
iiieari b y  good parent " e g . could be providing 
adequate superv sion to kids, feeling like kids fee: 
proud that they are no& working, etc I 

Have changes in your schedule affected your 
relationship with your kids and your abdity to be a 
good parent'? 

Do you i~otice any difference in how your kids are 
&vng in S C ~ O C I ! ~  (For example, sanctions may 
f v c e  you to move to another school district and 
this could create problems for the kids Less tfme 
1(,1 help them with homework ) 

What childcare arrangements have yoLi made far 
your kids 

l j n w  welt are they adaptinq to them? 

vVhal concerns dci you nave availability c f  
childcare? 

How dr; YOLJ feel about the quality of childcare; 

Do your families feel closer or are there increases 
in tensions'> (Could include more or less patience 
with kids more or fewer tensions with 
husbands/wtves ) 

Impact of the program on yodr ability t o  provide for 
your families 

If ,OO !lave gotten a jot; has it imprwed your  
tlcxsehold income? 

4 c e  .'01? making cnough money tn cover yaur 
expenses? (Maybe probe fclr ways [vat it might 
w.  e charged  lneir abilit) tc work on the  side j 

Gc y c ~ i ~  thinh that GAIN provides you with more 
SC"X?S tc help VCiCJf family deal with problems 
whw the) come up ( e  9 Greater access ta 



Generat Evaluation of Practices. 
Recornmendations 

were pessimistic about the program Overall 
today are vcsu optimistic or pessimistic about the 
priugram nelping you and your familf l  

&ould you like to recommend anything that could 
lrriDrcve GAIN. make i t  work better for yoiirsell and 
people like yourself'! 



Appendix D, Data Needs for the Ongoing Evaluation 
of Welfare Reform Impacts 

GEARS Over the first 18 months of reform the 
proportion of working recipients registered in G41N 
rose frorn 20 percent to over 50 percent Tracking 
the work hours of employed adult welfare 
fecipients i r !  future reports. will help betle: 
understand various aspects of their Job stability 

{rrdrvidual-level K -  12 Education Data These data 
would allow researchers to monitor how welfare 
reform might be affecting the school performance 
and achrevemeni of children of welfare recipients 
arid low-income parents in target school districts 
Local school districts track detailed information O n  

grades, classes attendance and achievement 
5cures for children These data are highiy 
::onhdentiai bul have beer1 released to 
researchers under stric! confidentiality 
agreements If policymakers woultj like to see 
more research ori !he impacts of welfare reform on 
i-hildren they should state this goat to assist 
researchers in qaining access to such data 
sources 

Recommendations to Augment Existing 

Surveys 

Welfare Leavers 

With record numbers of welfare recipients leaving 
the welfare rolls, the importance of tracking what 
happens io the newly independent welfare leavers 
has ricreased T h e  CES team has received more 
iriquiries about the status of welfare leavers than 
other segments of the welfare population 
Hcrwever CES possesses very little local data on 
welfare leavers This makes it dtfficcrlt to answer 
11 iteresting questiclris about how leavers are faring 
P: c 1 w t i w A l y  111 addition, i t  means researchers 
have areater difficulty ariticipatinq when, whether 
ni 'ryt wnat extent welfare leavers might return to 



!ne welfare rolls 11. the event of economic 
*lw+vrtti i r ;  

Recommendations to Develop and Monitor 
New Indicators 

./on skdi mdrcators Job skill indicators would 
d l l w  researchers to better estimate the job 
prmpects of recipients to anticipate future 
caseload changes caused bv industry and cycljcal 
economic growth fluctuations The research effort 
WOUIC! benefit from literacy education, skill 

rmasures and work experience information for 
recipient adults who work or might feasibly work 
These data are collected by DPSS only for Some 
of the recipients who are enrolled in the GAIN 
prograrn Although CES is constructing work 
experience iridicators for individuals frorn 
administrative Unemployment Insurance records 
other skill measures mus! be rdentified m n g  
s imey approaches 

,lob nharnt:terrsbcs Labor market research should 
b - ~  based nn data on the Job characteristics (e  g , 

h-mrly wage hours industry) of wetfare recipients 
wrtc) are working but are not enrolled in the GAIN 
pr,qram in addition to GAIN enrollees At the time 
of writing tnfs report researchers had access only 
tf, job characteristics of working recipients enrolled 
'r) the GAIN program Over the first 18 months of 
reform the proportion of working recipients 
enrolled in GAIN has risen from 20 percent lo over 
50 percent Job and skill characteristics of former 
GAIN participants should be tracked through otlier 
administrative records to measure levels of self- 
sdfrLlency 

Yomelessness Homelessness is an extreme 
fcrm fir social and economic drstocatian 
, w e a s e s  in hornelessness from any cause are 
ix@tJnds fw coircern while decreases ought to be 
rioted 25 the possible result of policy successes 
>Ira& increased hornelessness is a possible side 

c.tt(. of +*,elfale reform the welfare evaiuatior. 
vfrc t rttghi tjenefit from a regular survey of 
tioinetess shelters about the families with minor 
riiildrett that they serve At present the 
c hardcteri';tirs and size of the Los Angeles County 
t io'rie:lesc pooulation are not well known National 



oatr! rl,-frcatr th:d horneless families tend tO tte s,oc ial service providers and researchers 
o rrk vvoiricii ~ n i h i .  are frequently forww a! ' Ongoing efforts to assess the numbers of families 

assisted by other private sector sefvce providers 
st ich as food banks could also be helpful 

\vri*dre fecircenh 7 he County shou1.I 
i i i~e5: gate .iijrirmLheb ~ C I  rnonitorrng the 

: a , i ~ ~ a ~ i ( , r  ~,c',l;si~iv i r i  partnership wltri I 



Appendix E. Glossary 
1 Term ! Actual Title (if any) !---- . -4 - __.._l-l____l__ ~ I---- ~ I 

1 kE 154; 1 The Thompson-Maddy-Klucheny- 
, 4shbim Welfare-to-WorC: Act of 7097 

- - _- -I _ _  
\;alifornca Work Oppoitunitv and 
VesFnnsibility to Kids proqranl 

, -  " , - --- I--_ 

. i'hiet Administrative i7fiice 

. --.- 
Explanation 

The bill, signed by Governor Pete Wilson on 
August 1 7 ,  1997 that created CalWORKs __i 
Piogram started in the 1930s a5 Ad to Dependent 
Chrldrei, replaced under PRWORA with TANF 1 

- 

An agency that handles payments for child care 1 
services OPSS has contracts with ten APPs all 1 
of which are also RBRs (see RBR below) 

Californra s implementation of TANF cash I 
assistance Features work requirements time ' 
limits etc 

The Chief Administrative Mfice of the County of 
Los Angeles provides fiscal and policy I 

recommendabons to the Board of Supervisors and 1 
I gives the Board administrative assistance in 

-4 
I CAP1 provides cash support to most immigrants 1 who became ineligible for SSI due to the 

immigrant exclusions in PRWORA but who are , otherwtse eligible for SSI 

A flashington D C -based pnvate. nonprofit 

representing the interests of underpnvileged 
l'hildren 

-1 -_ --_-- --_____ 

_---- 

I 

implementing poky  decisions I 

I 

1 - - - ~ -  ___I- 1____1 

j qanizabon dedicated to protecting and I 

1 alitomia i.lepnrtmrril rr! Yeaith ~ California State agency 
%>ervl(<6 % 4 ---_- _x ____- - - - __-__-----I - --- 

I Caseload Data I4anagernev! Sy5teni DPSS case management system for GR and 
Medi-Cal, rendered obsolete by LEADER 

I 

1 
.. 

! 

j ,- . . . . . . . . . . . .  .' ... -. . ..... _._..I .. 
, i:os9 
I j Services 
.............. ...................................... I__ 

, :;ts 

California Oepartmen! of Social 

1 i;alWOK1Cs Evaluation Services 
! 

! 

..................... ..... -I__I_.-.... .. 
l::g!ifniiua Fnucf Assistance Program 

. . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - ... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .- . . . . . . . . . .  

Callfornia State agency responsible for Statewde 1 

Formerly part of Urban Research, CES is riow a 
unit wthin the CAO Service Integratron Branch 1 
CES IS responsible for Me evaluatton of 
CalWORKs in Las Angeles County of w h c h  this 1 
report IS a par? i ' 
C ~ P I  provides assistance to most immigrants ~ h o  ] 
became ineligible for Food Stamps due to the 
immigrant exclusions in PRWORA but who are 1 
othewse eliatble for Food Stamos I 

implementation of wetfare reform I 

I 

- I_---- 

A monthly suwey of about 50.000 households 
rmducled by the Bureau of the Census for the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics The CPS IS the 
primary sourcc of information on the labor force 
4haractenstics of the I! S population such as 
employment unemployment earnings hours of 
work and (Tther indicators 

j 

' 

for  i 1.05 Arioeles County agency responsible 
rbaiidling cases of child abuse and neglect - - I--- ---' 



i Term 1 Actual TItle (if any) 

i!C > 1 Lo> Angeles County Department of 
1 C~,rnmJnity and Senw Sefiices 

I -- I -  --- __ __ . 
131 15 Department of Health Services 

1 . .  : i r.4 ; ' 1 Deaartment of Mental Healtb 

i ~ Lkpartment of Pcrblir: Social Senircet. 

i.- ........ .~ ......... ..... ._-_._ ...... 

c [; L ' l  i Employment Development 
: Department 

j Earned Income Tar Credit 

' Famiiv Group 

I , ... ........... .+-._.___I --._ ~ . - ~ ~  _._l__ll_._l_ . _ _  
..... _ "  ... ."r.. ... .-l_ll_ "-_l___ ..... 

i i ., 

I 

/-.. . ............ ~ ~ . - "  .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - .. - 
I fZP1. Federal Poverty Levtti 

i 

Explanation I 

Handles services to sentors and refugees. 1 
contracting wth DPSS to provtde welfare-to-wori 
services to ca tan  foreign language participants 

Los Aryleles County agency 
___. --I- 

Los Angeles County agency 

Los Angeles County agenc) delivenng 
administering soaal services. including 
CalWORKs. Food Stamps and Medi-Cal 

Manages Calffornia's Unemployment Insurance i 
~ U I )  program Monitors employment at most 1 
establishments in the State. I 

Federal subsidv to low income waae eamets 1 
A term DPSS uses to denote that particular I 
benefits are being received in a single parent ' 
household, e g .  AFDClFG I 
The administrative vemon of the poverty measure 
issued by the Department of Health and Human 1 

I 

I SeMces It is a sirnpllfication of the Poverty i 
I I ' Thresholds and IS used in detenining financial I 

I 

i (rreater Avenues fqr Independent c j  

eligibility for certain Federal programs 
-t - -- ,_ _I ,"- - - ___ _I_____ ~ __I-_ ~ 

b,A!:< I Los Angeles County Welfare-to-Work program 

Computer system used for tracking GAIN 
participants 

Cash assistance to indigerit adults Same as ' 
General Assistance 

DPSS case management system for CalWORKs 
and F o ~ d  Stamps. rendered obsolete by 
1. E ADE R 

Major Federal job training program Cooperates I 
at the State level WIWI the EDD 

I-- j -- 

I The public school distnct for the City of Los 
Angeles. LAUSD serves an area of 704 square 
miles. including several other cities-Cudahy 
Gardena. Huntrngton Park, Lomita. Maywood 
San Fernando, Vernon, West Hollywood. and 
portions of 20 other cities and addrtronal 
Los Angeles County areas The total k-12 
enrollment exceeds 720.000 

State-funded orqanization providing educational 

I 

j 

_____--- - -I 

...... .. 
d : t ~ ~  Ebali,niion dri J began operabonal !esting on May 3 1995 in one 

officr 

Classific at103 given to students in Los Angeles 
,ountlr Schools rf English is not their pnmary 
idnguage and they possess only a limited capacity 
* r  speak and wnte in English 

._ , I__ I I - _I .I - __ _---__x_-- 

is11 i.-'-o!ic ier-fd\j 

--- " ~ - ___________ __ --_ 



Explanation 

1 Maximum cash grant size for a given family The 
j family receives a percentage of the MAP 
j depending on other resources. income and 

?iliiiinriirn basic Standard GI  AdeqiMc. j Standard established by the CDSS as an absolute 1 minimum required income for a family of a given 1 
I size Used as a maximum income level for 

establishing cash ah-! eliqibility Roughly 

- _ - _  _ _ _ _  _-__--_--- 111_- ---- - - " 

Term Actual Title (if any) 
, - I - - ----------L_ -I- - 

f,'ikF E.la*i wim Aid Paymen? 

I ~ .- - I- -_ - - - 4 - _̂--- 

hl P 'j r*. I 
ar,. 

70 percent of the equrvaknt United States Bureau 
of the Census-established Poverty Threshold 

Prikate non-profit organization that specialtzes in 
the evaluation of work-related social programs 
especially those that include training 

California s Federally-funded Medicare program 
Provides health insurance to poor families and 
Individuals All CalWORKs families are eligible for 
Medi-Cal assistance 

Coniputer system monitoring public assistance 
Statewide 
Established in 1946 under the National S d " l  
Lunch Act sgned by President Truman the 
National School Lunch Program is a Federally 
dS5iSted meal program that operates rn 
approximatelv 96 000 public and nonprofit pnvate 
schools and residential childcare centers, 
providing law-cost or free lunches to roughly 
27 million children each school day 

---..1_- 

- ~ -  __ ---- 

~~- ---- 

- __I 

Federal Welfare reform act (Pi 104-193) 

--i .-x_I_-l--.-_ --- 
These files generated by the Census Bureau 
zontain records for a sample of housing units with 
information on the charactensbcs of each unit and 

' each person In it for areas with populabon groups ! 
I uf 100.000 ur more 

1 Organwtion providing referrals for child care ' 
I services (See 4PP) 

j Branch of the Los Angeles County Chief 
' Administrative Office created in 2000 to faolitate 1 
I rollaboration between County departments and 1 

hetween County departments and the pnvate 
sector iri the provismn of services to the public 

E-ducationai program pursued by GAIN 
;m?icipants on personal inrtiative 

-fadera1 cash aid prcgram mainly benefits aged er ~ 

r,ermanently disabled adults although children I 
i n a y  LF. elilrjrblt as web1 

state-funded supplement to SSI intended to 
1 ~ n b i i r e  an adequate standard of living for SSI 

I 
I 

' I -  - - -_ - - _____I_. - - I_ - ..- 
K ~ s i i u k . r  and Referral Agerlcy 

: I  w c  r- Inieqration Branr-h 
-- I - ___I -. _ _  - - - _I ,1_1_--__-- 

I 
-1 ~ & -  - _ _  - - -__- - , _-_-- _1_- __I__ -- 

i! Froqrarii 

- -  - L  __l_l---_______I_--- d 

u! I i t  I St ,urif\ i f i t  am.  

------ - _.I ._______I__ __ 
ntclrv State gr>grarr 

1 
~ recipients I 

- -  -- -- . I I I - -1 I. __ .^___ _ _ _  -___ ___ 



1 I 

1 These files generated by the C e n s u s - G l  
I contain information or) population and household , , r,haractenstm compiled from the short-fon I 

, 
1 Federal cash aid yiogram with time limtts and 
I work requfrements It replaced AFDC in 1996 I 

A term DPSS uses to denote that particular 
benefits are being received in a two parent 

j Term Actual Title (if any) Explanation I . -  - ____-_--- 
' - i c  c J m r n a q  Tape F r k ~  

questionnaires of the Decennial Census - 
- -1 

I 

- --. 1 - -- ~ - +-----.------- ___---- . 

T A r J K  ' e n i p a r y  A I ~  tc h x d v  F milie? 

- - , -  ^ I  - - I - - _ _ _ ^ - _ _ _  I_-__ ____I I--- -. 
I / , ~ J . P ~  ? ; m v 1 t  

I _ _  1 household e g  AFDClU - 
I 

- --t------ 6 -  -- - I __ - - -~ 
rietriy ivriienl 1risLranc.f- Cash assistance for unemployed workers 

I Benefits depend on past wages and employment. 1 
I I 

- -_ --I 1 not all former workers are ehgrble 

1 and planning services to vanous County agencies 

, DCFS rendered obsolete by LEADER 

. -  - - -  ~ . .I"- ."*-.--.-.- 
I r;2 rt)ari Pc$searct6 I 9 unit within the CAO SIB UR provides resealcn ~ 

1 b V (  Fill. A'eifare Case Manayemerit I DPSS case management system, shared mth 1 
1 - - - _- - I  - - ----_- ___I__ - -4 I______ 

fn fonatun  Systeni I 

" _  - - - _  - .  - - _____I______ - _--I 



Appendix F. Welfare Reform Timeline 
____I_ __"I I - - - , __l__-l____ - I.- - __-- ---- - - 

Date i Event - I - --- --c -_-I * I__ I___- "---1__ 

August 22 1996 I Federal Welfare Reform Legislation Signed into Law (Federal) 

, r PRWORA) signed into lav. 

I 

Personal Resporisihildy & i d  Work Op~ortrinitL Remnciliation Ac 

_ _  . - -  - - - -  - ___ 
Augirc.t 2 2  1996 i SSllSSP for Legal Immigrants (Federal) 

Nev, applicahons In. SSI'SSP benefits from non-exempt lega 
immigrants are denied based on citirenship status 

, Septernbei 22. 1996 

- __ 
November 26 19% 

Decenvoor 3 1.  1936 

Ueeerriber 31 1996 

Food Stamps for Legal Immigrants (Federal) 

N e w  applications :or Food Stamps frorn non-exempt legal immigrant: 
die denied based on citrzenship status 

Citnenshrp Outreach Program (County) 

10s Angeles Lounty initiates a special mailer to 140,000 legal imrnigran 
SSI recipients infnrrnrng them of the impact of Welfare Reform on theii 
eiigtbility for henefits and encouraging thein to pursue naturalization 

Approval of California State Plan (State) 

The Federal qovemment approves the California preliminary TANF Mock 
grant plari 

Citizenship Outreach Program (County! 

Lo< fingeles C,3unty begins t o  screen ail applicants for assistance- ic 
identify legal immigrants in order to infornt them of the possible effects 01 
VJelfate Reform m d  ti> fvrb&e them with information on how to apply for 
citizenship 

_I-____- --__ _--_ - _I_- ___ - - ~- - 

--- ------I. ___-__ p__..-l_l_--l-_l 

-I_-.__-- - - ___I __I- __ - -- -- -- 

Federal Five-Year Clock Begins (Federal) 

The Federal govErnrneril begins counting trine on aid againsi the five- 
vedr idetrme Iiml: 

Disability Related to OruglAlcohol Abuse (Federal) 

Benefits terminated for those Soctal Secuiity Disability Insurance and 
SSIiSSP beneficianes whost: disability was related lo drug addiction of 
alcoholism. 

Maximum Family Grant (State) 

Families wil! no1 receive rash assistance tor children born after 
rnplementation of this provision if they have k e n  continuously on aid f o r  
10 months pnor lo the birth However. the child will be eligible for Medi- 
:.a and Fond Stamps Exemptions rnay be granted for children 
xnceived as (1 Vf?sul! CJI rape incest. (.!r certain failed contraceptive 
nethods 

I__._..____I ~ ..i__i.,.__ I 

NFDC Grant Reduction (State) 

4FLlC.. yrants reduced by -I 9 Fmcent acrosb the tloard in CArfomia 



- 

- _  _I_ __ I__ ___I_-_ -̂ -111111 

Date ~ Event 
, I - - - - 4."" ---lt-lilllll-.-.l. 

March 1, 1997 I Welfare Reform Hot Line (County) 

Ttw toll-free Vveltare Reforrr Hot line number (1-888-3WELFAR) is up 
l m d  worhinq in Los Angeles County This hot line provides updated 
1 informabor- cii: program lrnplernentation legislalve issues and 
1 romrnunitv advocacy meetings - ___ _II- --l-l-___ _-- -- -- _. 

May 1997 Teen Pregnancy Disincentive (Federal) 

, 

_ . .  t -  

1 September 1 1997 

I , September 1 1991 

. -  

Sapternber 10, l C 9 7  

. . . .. . . . . . -. - - .- . - . . ._ . 

.. 

September 30 1997 
(Federa' Fiscal Year 
Encli 

With limited exceptions never-marnecl pregnant cr parenting minors 
$under 18 yeas  of age rritist live with a parent legal guardian or other 
adult relative or in an adult supervised supportive living arrangement as 
a condrtron of AFDC eliatbi1iW 

Restoration of SSI Benefits for Most Legal Aliens (Federal) j 
The Balancer: Budget Act of 1997 signed into law on August 5 1997 1 
restored SS1 benefits for most legal aiiens that were impacted b y  the 1 
Pwsonal Responsibility arid Work Opportunity Act of I996 

State Legislation Enacted (State) 
I__ _--- -- 111-11-1 .,.-"-- 

Governor signs legislation (AB 1542) replacing AFDC with CalWOHKs 

State Legislation on Substance Abuse Enacted (State) 
7 --- 

I 
Governor $ions AR 1260 legislation tha' makes any person convicted 
after Clecembe: 31 1097 oi a drug-related feion) permanently ineligible 1 
Icr a d  

Food Stamps for Legal Immigrants (State) 
___I__ ._ - __ - - -  -I I____I" ____ __ . 

N ici-exemi,t 1ega1 irnniigrarits currently receiving F O O ~  Stamps benefits I 
use these benefits Governor signed A5 1576, creating a special State, 
:ood Assistimce Program (FAP) eHective this date for nondisabied i 
adctlls 65 years or older and for minors under 1 R years old ~ 

Food Stamps Work Requimment (Federal) 
._l_l ~ -.__-____--_____ll_____II___ 

Yew Fcmd Stamps work requirement (vhich limits Food Stamps benefits i 
or able-bodred adults between 18 and 50 without dependent children. to I 
3lso remive General Relief will be able to mainlain heir Fnod Stamps by 
nntintiing to participate in the County s General Relief Workfare 

mgram Los Angeles County will offer Workfare to other Food Stamps 
ectpients subject to this work requirement to enable them to retain their 
DM Stamps 

jtate's Planning Allocation Letter (State) 
-I-___-- _ _ l _ - _ _ . l ~ I _  -_1_ 

hree months tr i  three years except for persons in work. training of 
Norkfare) will be implement& People subject to this requirement who 

Issuance bv State of a p!anning atlocatloo and wunry plan instructions 
3.~ days after enactment of AR 1 ti42 

TANF Work Participation Rates (State) 

(hiifomie rriiist c'r isurt that 25 perc;erit of all families and 75 percent of 
t.wJ-parc3r-d familie5 meet welfare-to-work partimpation requirements or 
f x c  penalties iiaving ~ w ~ i e r :  il raseload reduction cedi? California 
WdS ylderi d r w U C  Pd taryf.'! t l l  f:lW??l 

- - - _--I I--- . ._ - --- - -  



J a n u ~ i  \i 1 1998 ! CalWORKs Grant Computation (State) 

lCaIlV3RKs changes the method for computing earned income Net 
1 earned incorrie 's determined by deducting the first $225 of the gross 
I plus 50 percenr CJf the rernainder The net income IS deducted from the 
L4dximur-i Aid Pdyment A separate child care provider payment is 

!required mteac! of adjusting the monthly gross income wth a standard 
I disregard amount for child care expenses incurred --i - _  - - -- -+----I-- _ l _ _ l - ~  _-_----- 

Janwi y 1 1998 I Five Year Clack Starts (State) 

1 1 Callfomia "vagins c.ounting time on aid against the State five-year lifehme 
IIimrt State funds will be used to pay for aided persons who reach the 
I Federal limit before they reach the State limit With few exceptions. 1 
there will onh be discrepancles between the State and Federal time I 
limits for those on aid before January 1 1998 I 

I 
! I JalliJaty 10 1998 

I 

1 
f Febrmry 3 1998 

1 Submission of County Plan (State) 

I months. of the issuance of the planning allocation lerter 

, LOSS has 30 Cays to either certtfy the plan or not@ the County that the 
r plan is no1 complete of consistent wth statutorv requirements 

I State Certification of County Plan (State) 

; b+adIint? fnr SSI reassessment for disabled rhildren 
1 c hanged 

I 1 CwnQ t:? submir plan 101 iniplernentation of ZalWORKs within four 

------- ~_1_-.1-. I _______II 

" - --+.------- 

- -- 
22 1998 --]SSIISSP for Children (Federal) 

Clisability cntena 
Behavior impacrnients such as Attenticin Deficit Disorder will 

This deadline was extended 

April i 10'1 ~ CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work Launched in L O ~  Angeles County 
I (County] 

Courity begari enrolling dll new non-exeinpl applicants for aio into the1 
1 welfare-to work program Welfare-to-work plans signed on or after 
~ Apnl 1 stan the 18/24 month time limn 

:iot I)r mnsiijered a disabling condition 
froni Augast 22 1997 to February 22 1998 

1_1 - --I - . -I___-__-- -__ _- 

I 
I 

-----I 
I 

4- -.- --__ ._-_-c- 11- --___- ----I __ 
Septernhcr 1 1998 I California Food Assistance Program Begins (State) 

I he i,alifomia Food Assistance Program ICFAP) provides Stale-funded 
food assistance benefits to certain othenwse-eligible immigrants who 
became ineligible for Federal Food Stamps under PRWOKA This 
mainly benefits immigrants between 18 and 65 years old who were in the 
country on August 22. 1956 

I -+---I_-_- I _ - ~ - I  -̂ _.__--__1--- I -----_ - 
1 Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants Begins (State) 

I Thr Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants (CAPII provides State- 
1 fbriiltrcl casli dSsistancz ta certain olhewse-eligible disabled or elderly 
I -m-nigrants who became ineligible for SSllSSP (Supplemental Security 
~ Insorne,'State Supplementary Payment) iJnder PRWOFW This mainly 
benefits certair. immigrants who were in thc country on August 22 1996 

I 
October i 19Y8 

.) - ____ I - - -- -__  I-__.--.- 

September 30 1998 TANF Work Participatian Rates (State) 
(FedPr;a Fiscal Year 
F r i r l  ~~alttornih n ur,t i?nsurC' that '$0 percerf of all families and 75 percent crf 

h\-i-;iarmt fan4iee rriert welfare-to-work partiwpation requirements or 
fa f- penaltip\ Cahfornra falied to meet the requirement for two-parent 

tiavinu earned a (.aseloaf reduction credit California was 
q+en 3 reducca target to meet -- - -  I-- - - - ___ - -- 



November 1 1998 , CalWORKs Grant Increase (State) ! 
' T h e  Stat& restored the 4 0 percent previously cut and added a 2 84 
I 2,ercent Cost-of- Livina Adystment (COLA) increase 

, Enrollment of Recipients lnto Welfare-to-Work Program (State) 
, - - I . . . . , ~ _ - l ~ - l _ l - l -  

1 Jani:ary 1, I999 

i Crttinty rnust enroll al! non-exempt CalWORKs vmpients in welfare-to- 
work services by the end ol 1998 I 

I 
I 
I 

JUIb 1 ,  1499 1 CalWORKs COLA Increase (State) 

! C,alWI)RKs grants scheduled for 2 36 percent COLA increase 
1 - - --L l___-l__I_-- - _I-_--I-____-___- ~ - - - -  i- I 

September 30, 1999 j TANF Work Participation Rates (State) 
i (End of Federal Fiscal 

California rntist ensure that 35 wrcent nf all fanlilies and 90 percent of 

i ^ " I  _. _ _  
October 1 1999 

I 

Cjctotrar 1 1993 

1 
!.- - 
jSepternber 30 ZOO( 
I (End ot Federal Fisca 
Year;  

- I  . 
' October 1 2000 

r 
ISeptemiber 30 2001 
1 (End od Federal Fiscal 
Year1 

tsm-parent iarniiies meet we%m-to-mrk participation requirements or 
'aLt: penalties Required worx participation rate is reduced by caseload 

I reauction rredit 
/ _ _ _  _I_I__ ___I ~- - _ -  
Creation of Separate State Program for Two-Parent Families (State) 

Effective this date, two-parent families are aided using State rather than 1 
Federal funds ensunnq that Calrfomia wtll not he penalized for its two- i 
parent ernploymenl rate 

1 - 

Time-limited CFAP and CAP1 Begins (State) ! 
AE( 1 I ' 1 credled time-limited food (CFAP) and wsh CAFl) assistance 
programs for many otherwiseeligible imrnigranls who arnved in the 1 
United States after Attgust 22 1996 These a E  ir effect from October 1 ' 
1599 to September 30. 2000 

F i r s t  Reciptents Exceed 18124 Month Limit 

S ~ m e  nori-exempt ddults who have teen on did continuously Since 
Jdnuary 1 1998 and who do not meet employment requirements will be 
required to participate i n  community sewice employment in order 10 
mntinue receivinrj the adult porbon of their family s grant Recipients in 
cammunity service employment sthi wunt towarC the States TANF MOF 
I equirement 

TANF Work Participation Rates (State) 

C,airfrJrnia must ensure tha! 40 percent OF all tarnilies and 90 percent of 
-parent families meet welfare-to-work parimpation requirements or 
face penalties 

_ _ _  __ _ _ _  - _--_____I- ___ - _ _ ~ -  

Time-limited CFAP and CAR Extended (State) 

A6 2876 extended the time-limited food (CFAP, and a s h  (CAPII 
assistance programs for otherwise-eligible rnlmgrants who arrived in the 
United States after August 22 19% These are row in effect from 
0:tober : 2000 tr! Septeriber 30 2001 

YANF Work Participation Rates (State) 

alifgmia rn~1is1 rrww tW $5 percent of all families and 90 percent of 
w !-parer4 families inget weltare to-wnrk participation requirernen!s or 

TANF Work Participation Rates (State) 

- - ____ I_- __ __- - - -_ - _. __ 111 - - .- - 

ienaltw 
~ -_- - - - - _- ~ - __I __.I- - _---..-I-- 



Date Event 
__. 

Recipients First Begrn to Exceed Five Year Limit 

Non-exempt aided adults who have been on aid continuously since 
Ppni 1, 1998 are no longer eligible for aid No more than 20 percent of 
the current feaeW/y-funded caselnad can be exempted from this time 
limit (California may elect to support as many addrtional time-expired 
participants as 11 chooses with State funds ) 

! 3; 



Endnotes 

PCpIldt iCn aslimate is an Urban Fiesearch estimate for 1999 The number of persons aided under 
i',al~'i'JKKc, i r '  4prd 1999 was 649 000 according to The Department of Public Social Services April 1959 
Sta 1 I:, 1 Y ni K e p ~  -* 

7 ti : rh raw this differentl!, all else being equal PUG' families in general and welfare families in parlicuiar will 
tend 1 i rongrecate ii- areas with low housing costs and, because they often lack access to reliabie cars 
4dequate pi?Slic transportation access One factor that may not be "equal" is race, racial discriminatiort in 
iioosiiq cart severely conslrarn residential choices for African Americans and ts a lesser but still VrpOrtant 
:cmrraint for Latinos See e y , Douglas S Massev and Nancy A Denton. Amencan Apartheid Segregafron 
anb t6e MaPiny ?f the Underclass iCambndge M A  Harvard University Press 1994) 

'Jwewldyn Mink Welfaare's Em? (Ithaca N Y  Cornell Unwer sity Press 1998) 1 

i!<*ri 

Joel riandior arid Yeheskel Hasenfeid We the Paor Peopie (New Haven Yale University Press 1998) 

' 7 h r  r!yure i l t  $793 is the Minimum Basic Sta?dard of Adequate Care (MBSAC) for d family living in Region 1 
c'' Caiitornia iwhich mcludes Los Angeles County) eYectivc July 1 1999 (An increase to $816 became 
effecl t e on Cjctober 1 ?OOO Bemuse this report {,overs trends only through 1999, we have chosen lo u s e  
' n e  bertefil c a w  atforis and eligibility criteria that were in effect on December 31 1999 ) There are a niJmDer 
i ~ i  k s ~ ~ ~ (  ial rules r e g a r d q  resource limits For exaqple. d the  family c a r  is worth $4 650 or more the excess 
ahnve '64 ti59 15 (counted against ttie resource limit unless the car is dsed to transport a disabled persor, 1r-1 

w l ~ c i i  .dSe tt IS  'lot Counte:! The resource iimit is 52 000 unless someone in the family is over age 60 In 

nhich i ase ltie limit becomes $3 OOG The value of a house that the family lives in IS not counted agalnsl the 
'eswr. * ! :n i t  

J a n w  Fi!ccio Daniel Friedlander, and Stephen Freedman GAIN BeneMs, Costs. and Three-Year Impacts 
0; d &/tr-!fare-to-LZ'urk Pi--ograrn (New Yotk Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1994) 

' Fvar! vVe+ssmar Chanqmy to o Work First Sfmtegy Lessoris from Los Arigeles County3 GAIN Program for 
Welfare Reopienrs i New York Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1997) 

' The hlFG proyram was adopted under one of California s four Federally approved "waivers' of then-extant 
At-DC rriies Nefiborns wno are excluded lroni cash aid under MFG are still able to receive Medi-Cal and 
ko?d Sttrmps ifiless they are ineligrble for some other reason 

rn'w 'eLhrira! ternis. parents wncl 3re not exempf from welfare-to-work requirements a n d  who do not 
~ i P m l > ' i S V d i t .  qocrl : aim- for fairing f(' ::nrr;ply with GAIN wcrk requirements will sanctioned 

J r ,' -1 fanil!, 1 1  w h ~ r ~ ~  ali ?hree mrsons are aided and wliich has nc cash income outside of CalWORKs 
i? rion exempt' familv famiiies art. con >iilered exempt' and are eligible for higher aio 

h ' f the ddu/t raretaker relatives (whether parents o r  others) is eittier in t h e  'Assistanre 
i i r  9 '  : r ~ r  L ~ ~ I ' ( ! I c "  ' 3 1  id their Fri'narb caretakers) and receiving Skte Disability Insurance (SDI) In-Horne 

51 SupptPrr!entai $lecurit\, I ~ G G ~ I ~  (SSII State Security Payment (SSP) Temporaq 
#TWCj  or Sernporar) Disability In?emruti ITDI) or is a non-needv nrin-parent 
I& v- t t i p  Assistance tJr1il 



l i t '  i ! i f w !  LanTunity Service program 1 ' 1  Los Angeles County is unwaged. but there are plans to 
1e71 3 vvsqe-based system o w e  the State has rssued riew regulations to facilitate the creatm of such a 

: ) r q r ~ ~ - r ,  i7Limn,un,caiioii from DPSS dated February 7 2001 

@: :he $ 5 0 0  tlie parent earned 5225 plus half of the rernainder-$l37 %-do not count against the farnlly 
i r i i 5 t  7 biLiS !Pe Sb26 family grant (assuming there is no other reason that this would tte reduced from the 

f x in l l i i i i i  15 reduced by  $737 50 welding a grdnt of $488 50 The $500 earnings plus the grant add up to 
S98b kl Yutr. tha t  the greater iwome of welfare recipients who work is not a pure incentive wage labor 
r 3 1  m a l k  eii?atIL, tnr,reased expenses t o r  transportation, chtld care, appropriate clothing, meals taken outsick 
iiic 17' I r i l F  rtc- DPSS provides additional f u n d s  to help with transportation and child cafe expenses while 

i -vxme tielps offset remdining expenses 

.L l ivtec? CL;& - 1  Greatw Lo5 Angeies 'Executive S:immary of the State of the County Report' In A Tale o! 
7wo (-h'!eq Prorr71se 8 Pen/ in Los A n g e m  (Lns Angeles CA United Way of Greater Los Angeles 1999) 5 

' i:n.tt:d Ls;',iy nl Greater Los Anqeles 'Executive Summary of the State of the County Report" lr: A Tale of 
LW' LCE Promse k Per!/ IP Los Angeles (Los Angeles CA United 'Way of Greater Los Angeles 1999) 

c\rio!her crw:iori was that cur  cornrnunittes shuuld. to the greatest extent practical overlap with areas being 
reseaich organizations The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation for instance, (5 
ooraphic research in Boyle Heqhts AthensiWillowbrook (which overlaps the area we call 
( eritral L m q  Beactl all of whic r r  are included I I  our community areas 

M L ~ '  ,L; 1 ~ ~ , ~  h - w e i  statistics are 1998 estimates based on tQe 1990 Census and more recent Current 
t J 3 f i d d - m  Skirvqs7 The proportion of local residents who receibe CafV\IORKs aid is based on August la98 

1 ane '998 Vupulation estimates 

wj,?) ! i ,%trdtlve 21eriiLriaridum 99 42 1 1/22/99 

the eligibility restrictions it+?& in CalWC)RKs are the requlrement that single teen parents live with 
'heir VI I ~ 'd i  and the irieligibilit) for aid of drug felons and fleeing felons 

bire.ti(ai 5 ' t i vd i i  aDoui t h e  rim-approvals that were also riot denials DPSS has indicated that the non- 
derltar I oil c!pprc \dl5 were ail (or almost all) voluntary withdrawals That so many applicants should withdraw 
t t w r  ~1 pimttoii., each rnonth requires some explanation DPSS has also indicated that the new LEADER 
:(>!-tPv:*'r c vsteni should allow DPSS staff to nlake d n  official eiigibiiity determination while the applican! IS still 

tic (Pfir-e i ~ s s i h ' y  reducing t h e  number of apolicatron withdrawals 

T ~ I P  t rm')  j r )  + 7x1: trends can also be seen as iagyed versmris of each other That is. the rise and fall in exit 
tbe late 1980s stronglv resembled the r i w  arid fall of efitry rates that began in the earlv 'I 

h4 i r k  k' bixnc dr'd L . ) H V I ~  klwood m/e/fnre ReaMiet F r o m  K W O ~ K  to Reform (Cambridge, Massachdsetts 

)oit iWelfdrr Heairtrc~r F ~ o m  K!vTonc to Refmrn :Cambridge, Massacnusetts 

' -  tAa -, ' 1 Hnnr- 1 )  tn h v r d  EIwmd We/fare Kce/rf.t,e: F r m i  Khetonc to Reform (Cambridge Massachusetts 
t t c i r  i i r  * I 'ii VF;~F;I!, F+<,t 1"9?'\ 



ela Lqxes' Farndres Whc feace Welfare Whc Are They And How Are They Doing? Assessing The 
hew Fc-iJeralisrTi Series n r  99-02 (Washington D L' The Urban institute 1999) 

' Tw. CLI![I- bcth ways however though less sLiccessfuI families may face housing instability inure 
S ~ J C - W ' - ~ L I \  :an;iltes inay be able to nwve to better neighborhoods 

' *iiatca t d  :'.aiifornia form ABCD 253 (2/94) CalWORKs-Family Groups and Unemployed Repon on reasons 
1-rr diS<%itiriddnre c.1 Lash grant, completed for Los Angeles County by DPSS 

' L)f? b has a i w  suggested that a significant riurnbef of terminations may be famtlies with parents who are 
aireadk working but P Q ~  reporting their income When required to participate in GAIN, DPSS suggests. these 
famtilec terminate :heir cases instead (Communication from Henry E Felder Chief. Research, Statistics and 
Evalua''o? Dwisiorl 0' DPSS to Wayne Bannister Assistant Division Chief Urban Research Division dated 
hlipttsi 15 b(XN ) I i  rs more likely that a garen' working 'under the table' would take a sanction fcrf 
riorimmplianw I?sing m l y  a portion of their family grant rather than terivinate and lose the whole grant This 

lation o n  both sides no analysis presently available supports these positions While studies of AFDC 
recipients I ~ O  j q y e s i  that many regularly fail to r e p ?  income from odd jobs and short-term employment (see 
katbirvr Edirl and Laura iein Making ends meet how single mothers survive welfare and low-wage work 
(New " P W  Russell Sage Foundation 1997)) 11 IS not known how the existence of mandatory work 
iequife :ien:s ar7d sanctions for noncompliance tinder TANF affect this aspect of the behavior of welfare 

i p ~ ~  ' k  v V b e r e  monthlb unreported IF ume 15 less than or not much greater than the portion of t h e  grant 
I w i  cil.: he :mf with a sanction the  incentives to the recipients would be for them to participate in the 

CI i, pr:?qram, givinq up ic r i  reporting) thei- off-the-hooks activities 

jrr i.,c-t,c+ c - 3  blar b Analyzing the Length of Welfare Spells ' Journal of Public fconomics 39 (i989). 24.5 
' j  .!r I I  I bitzgeraid 'Welfare Durations arid the Marwge Market Evidence from the Survey of Income and 

hoqrari ;Jar-krpa?ion '' journal of Human Resodrces 26 (1991 1 ,  ,545-62 LaDonna A Pavetti, "The Dynamtcs 
.of &eitdre dtrd Work Exploring the Process by whicb Young Women Work their Way Off Welfare " Ph 0 
~ l i c c  ( 4  cirl>'irtdge MA John F Kennedy School of Govcrninent, Harvard University 1993) 

Mar L j:; Bane m d  David Elwood Welfare Rea/d/es From Rhetoric to R e f o n  (Cambridge, Massachusetts 
f iorva:c i iiiwt=rsitv Press '997) 

' See M d r u  J -  Aane and Dabid Elwood Wefare Realrhes From Rhetonc to Reform (Cambridge, 
Mc2ssachusc>tts qarvard University Press 1997) and I aDonna A Pavetti "Who is Affected by Time Limits7 
' I  L.lieltcftf l - ' t > r o 6 r * i  Arr Anaiysi: of the issues Ed Isabel V Sawhill 'Washington, DC The Urban InStltUle 
1 YC,? 

L i e 2  .I L , - i ~ d n  Kathieer Mul!ar- and Johanne Br~is~oly  i ime Lrrnds and Welfare Reform How M a q  
6, :it A'frzted ' Ebanstori Ji!ii-~ois institute tor Policy Research March 1998) 

L. F , ? \ i ~ t t  W h o  is Afferted tq Tima; Lir-iitsr>' Ctidpter 7 t r i  Welfare Reform An Analysrs of fh6 

or1 D C The Urbar! Ir,stifute 1395; 

tiieeri h1:illarl and jopannc &)isply ' m e  imi t s  and Welfare Reform how Mar)) 
d iE*aqston lliinois 1ns:lttite tor Policy Research. March 19%) 

**Wetfar€ reforrr arid childre', (1' immigrants' (Internet WWW' 
(Accessed cebiudrv 2UOOi 



' ~ d e ? ~ )  l i r rniermanri  and K a r w  Tiirntin Patchwork Polmes State Assrsfance for lmmrgrants mdef  
Vetd f&v  Refcvn; rWasningtorr 0 C The ilrban Institute March 1999) (Internet WWW) 
bttp riewferteraiisrri l l rbm orq/htmfiocca24 htnd (Accessed 2 February 2 0 0 )  

T t c ?  lJrban Institute Ctieckpoirts 'New Med,caid and Welfare Cases in Los Angeles County Drop l3Ecause 
i- C W F ~  { r i ~ in ig ra i \h  Appiy' (Interne: WWW) httD llwww urban ora~newsiDresslcDLAlm html (Accessed 15 

SS was uqable to prwidt: caseimd data piedating April 2998, it was not possible to verify that 
tne (aiwlations made for this report were entirely comparable to those made by the Urban lnstrtute Although 
i ES 6 cjeiwrally confident about the time series shown in Figure 10, CES is also cognizant that new 
& F K > 5 a l w O R 6 s  cases might have been identified differently by the Urban Institute and by CES and feel 
+lid' rhrs could explain part of the large drop tr? ine number of children in new cases between OctoDer 7997 
and +TI 1998, as shown ic Table 4 Since i t  15 the proportional composition of new cases rather than the 
abso LJM number : f i  each categorv that are of interest in Figure 10 and Table 4 CES IS not overly concerned 

' '  ?he study also found declines 
btnridalone Medr-Cal and for Gerreral Relief 
' LbenJv Zimmermann and Michael F I X  Declininq lmrniyrarlt Applications for Medi-Cal and Welfare Benefits 

1: 1 o 3  Anqles County" The iJrban Institute July 1998 [(nternet W\Al\h'l 
n + l p  / % y w  u b a r  orarimnitu/lacounty h t g  (Accessed 2 February 2000, 

Mii hr:ez F I R  mi+ Jtaffrey Passel J '7 rends :'I honcitizen s and Citizen s Use of Public Benefits Followinq 
Afdtare> R e f u r ~ i  1994 97' ?be Urbar Institute Marctl 1999 (nternet W i  
n!tJ-'_l~'~~.ufaan 2roiirnmtaltrends htn j  (Accessed ? February 2000) 
' 

approved applications by legal immigrants and non-English speakers for 

Wendy L!rnmcrrlanr[ apd Michael Fix Decliiriny Immigrant Applications for Medi-Cat and Welfare Benefits 
L,.<, 4ngles County' The Urban Institute July 1998 (Internet, WWWI 

I h t b  !W\EVW u'bar: oraiirnmiallacounlv html [Accessed 2 February 20001 

'- klmdel Fix and Karen Tumlin, Weffare Reform 3no the Devolubon of Irnmgrant P o k y ,  New Federalism 
Series 1' ti 15 (Lhiashingtnn DC T ~ P  Urban Institute October 1897) 

i r  the  cases where there are two parents, both may be sanctioned under some circumstances Please See 

L A , S  4ngt?les (:oalitmn to End Hunger and Homelessness. The People's Gurde lo Welfere, Health and Other 
%Piice<.. f~ Lds Angeles County HQW to get Food and Money 26'' ed (Los Angeles CA L A Coalition t c  
r;nd f-itZnde; and fiomeiessness Publisher. Sunimer 1999' (Internet WWW) httu l Iwww.~oRles~u ide  G r q  

1 1  

(~\CfPSSt"a f ELbf\JB!y 2oocl1 

\ aILV0Hk.s ehqisility dnd GAIN workerr, were inlerviewec! iii December 1998 and June 1999 In these firs' 
wxkers spoke of their initial misunderstavfing of program requirements and Sanctions as well 2s 

~ O u u C i  i:icreased training sawtioriing wauld be r n m h  easier lo apply to nori-compliarit 
1; sec,ond rounrf workers sgoke of an Increased rinderstandirig of regulatiorls 
nt?wli e. and sarxtrons due tc fniniat anC rrloie importantly or-] the job tramin3 

i ite;.: 

ted <State?:; 3e:iairrnent of Health 4r:d kiumar; Services Frequently Asked Questrons About Child-r:ni? 
\ ,aSt'5 ;3f!tce r.f tnf- Assistan! Secretary for Planning and Evaluation Human Services Polic) BFef 

1 4 1 



Uruted States Departmenr of Health and Human Services, “Frequently Asked Questions About Child-only 
Cases * (Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation Human Services Policy Brief 
Sepisrnber 1999) 3 

r4Cte  thdt, as mentioned earlier only the parents’ portion of the grant is subject to time limits In additioF: i t  
tilt’ State s discretion up lo 20 percent of parents aided with Federal funds can be exempted from the tirn:. 

i m i t s  and slates can -noose to extend time !i?ids wen further-although completely at their own expense 

*‘ Robert Rector and Sarah Yocissef “The Determinants of Weifare Caseload Decline” (Heritage Foundatiw 
working paper 1999) 

’ Cf~uncil of Economic Advisers Teohnxal Report Explarning the Decline In Welfare Receipt 1993- Ug!, 
ihashingtor! DC Council of Economic Adviser5 1997) 

Seoffrey Waliace and Rebecca Bfank What Goes Up Must Come Down’ Explaining Recent Ctianges i r i  

Fucilic Assistance Caseloads” (Paper presented at the Welfare Reform and the Macroeconomy Conferenccb 
sport:ored by tbe Joint Center for Poverty Research February 19991 

’ ‘  As o t  January 28 20flCI the United States Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates that real GDP grew 4 5 
per c r n t  from 199FF-9T 4 3 per L e n t  fr(JJR 1997 98 and 4 0 per cent from 1998-99 

Real wages are wages adjusted for changes in the cost of living Adjustments are typically made throug? 
iise of the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) which is computed monthly by the Unitec 
State-: Bureau of Labor Statistics The CPl indicates that, overall consumer prices in 1980 were lust 46 
{ J ~ T P  i t  31 what they were in 2000 Thus. although the California minimum wage was $3 10 in ’nominal’ t W I T ’ 5  

,[ha[ tiefore adjus!ment for inflattor;) in Janirary 1980 in ’real” terms, that $3 f Q  wage had the purchaslnc; 
power of d present-dav (March 2000) wage of St- 72 

* The Levensor s t u d y  found thal 35 percent of welfare r m t n e r s  are classified as  literacy level 1 iot 5 )  3ncI 

ariothw 4 1  percent are classrfied at literacy level 2 Literacy level 1 means they can do only very simple tasks 
like ,oi;atc the expiratian date oc a drivers license total a bank deposit or sign their names These level-’ 
aldlVidlJalS cannot do level-:! tasks like locate an intersection on a street map, understand an appliance 
uarranty or fill o u t  J government benefits application Higher-order tasks include using a bus schedule 
writing a letter to explain a credit card bill error, and using a calculator to determine a 10 per cent dlscount 
Alec Levenson Elaine Heardon and Stefanie R Schmidt, Welfare Jobs and Basrc Skills The Employment 
Prospects of Welfare Heciprents rn the Most PopuIous U S Count/es. NCSALL Reports no 1OB (Cambridge 
M A  Nationa’ Center fa the Study of Adult Learning arld Literacy April 1999) 
If. 

kec 1 evenscm, Elaine Fieardon and Stefarw R Schmidt Weltare, Jobs and Basic Skills The Employment 
CLuspeJs af Welfare Recipients IR the hfosf Populous U 5 Counties NCSALL Reports, no 1OB (CamPrraqe 
M A  N;jIiofial Center for the Study of Adult Learniritj arid Literacy April 1999) 

Llarwl Flarn,riq Mark Draysr znd F’eter FOI-cc 0 ‘ 9  rhc Edge A Progress Report On Welfare tc Vvofk in  

L J L  ~I~%je/eb { L L i >  M-pres (3A ECO~OTII: Rouiidtabie 1999, 

tioht f Sparte) -Rotti Beverly B u t [  Heidi Hdrtniann and Lots Shaw Welfare Thaf Wofhs The i\‘Oriong 

. . ~ L J ~ c  ( I *  4F@Z Hct ~ n u ~ i t s  iWashiy:ari I:(: Inqtit!lw fo- VVorneri s Poircy Research 1995) 

!k~clre’ F McMLfrei Isabel L’ Savvl~ill and Kober; 1 Leri-r-mi Weifare Reform and Opporturl/tj i n  1 h E  
f l + , d p  .iht Viliifket L’i,portunity i r i  4inerrca Sere\ :io 5 (Was’-ington OC l l rhar i  Institute 1999,) 



_ * _  I _I-__- -____I - - - - - I_ - 

Gary t?iJrties$ 'Can the Labor Market Absorb Three Million Welfare Recipients?' focus 79 n:) 3 i 19981 

iilthougn et oriamic theory suggests that minimimi wages reduce labor demand and job opportunities thercb ' 

ic. i - ~ i w d  eviderre that this has actuallv occurred when minimum wages have been increased in the past 

DO?iel P Mch'lLmer Isabel V Safihili and Roberl I Lerman Welfare Refom and Opportunity i f '  the Lov. - 
lit/dyi.: idbo' MBfkP! Opportunity in America Series. no 5 (Washington DC Urban Institute, 1999) 

'"Set- 1 imothy Bartik "Dispiacement and Wage Effecrs of Vvelfare Reform" (Kalamazoo W E Upjohn Iristituts 
for Ei?plovment Research working paper 1999) In addition to his own original research on the towr Bartiic 
preserits d c ) o - ~  sunirnary of the literature on these adverse impacts 

California &as not penalized however because a "caseload reduction credit'--calculated based on tha 

1 edic ed 1 cauirement In addition, California has shtfted its two-parent cases into a separate state-fuqded 
proccrnm n $  rmntioned previously This allows California to escape the Federal two-parent woi k 
i eqlJl'tjr'rt!:'ts 

iLer ot fanriltes leaving welfare since the enactment of welfare reform-allowed California to met?! R 

i-. farlier in the repor! I! was reported that the proportion of Los Angeles cases which are r,hild-c)nlk has  
increased srgrxficantly over the same time period Seven out of ten child-only cases are headed by imnifgrant 
psrerits Uverar! child-oniy cases have risen front 27 percent to 32 percent of the caseload 

L e ~ i r i - ~ ~ n j  i h ~  total amuunt of earnings for each participar:t is d key part of the monthly grant determinatior 
~ P ' ~ ? ' A ? ~ %  arvj these earnings are tracked I t  is the details of hours and hourly wages that may not be trdcked 

' '  apt2 cm-drrr, M Fisher 'The Development and History of the tJnited States Poverty Thresholds-A brie' 
' b-niem !;SSI'SSS Newsletter (Newsletter of the Government Statistics Section dnd Ihe Social Statist!c,c 

'v wiri the Americari Statrsticdl Associationj Winter (1997) 6-7  availab'e a- 

. 
Jnried States bureau of the Census Povertv Thresholds i n  1999 by Size of Family and Number r3fHeiatecl 

~ h i i d ! a n  Unrj631 Years [HTML] (United States Bureau of the Census September 26, 2000 [cited Januarv 3 
L N l l j  avdlable Irurni nttp ~Iim census govihhcsipovertylthreshldlthresh99 htmi 

' TIiir r w n a t e  assiinies a parent worhs full-time at the minimum wage, receives Food Stamps arid schooE 
meats a- wet' as the Earned Income 7 ax Credit This report compares the parents resources lo the Federal 
p<vertl line trl determine how many children they can support Ttits assumes the Federal poverty line is a 
e?ctSunable meamre of the resources needed b y  Angelenos to support a famify at a minimal level of Comfort. 

s / ' ~  hfic c10vipovertylpapers/hgtllssiv h r v  

r C  e c l ~ ~ ! ~ ~ % l v  CalWOHKs/weifare reform went into effect in California on January 1 1998 and the fjO-rriort+i 

~ifefifiif- CalVVOQKs ' r hck '  starts on that date The CalWORKs welfare-to-work program was not officlaiiy I 

F1 Lo5 Aruei t?  County until Rprii 2 1998 however Arguably April 1 1998 is when CalWORKs rea1k 
tJeqar i r r  Irt ( ,  N I ~ ~ \  April 1998 1s t he  first rnonth for whir,h CES tias administrative records and i i  is 7 

t Ic. f n i  ' a: ~ l i r c i - ~  id begiii tfdckrni) CaiWOKKs families 

f i ( 1 2 l  M r  K w i w  an'l Stephen I-{ Bt I Food Concerns anil Affoidahrl/tv lnconie ano Hardshtps Sndpshcts 

a .T csmJ,es in 1497 rbtionai Survey o f  America s Families" (Interne: LYVJv'J: 

wF~uerai:s;rn ur bail orq/nsafmcone aE-&~d t Accessed 2 February 2000) 1 

ts cd' easii) doniiriatc dli o!tw expenses for lowincome families For example a 'YW 
f ) r -~ . i ' t r~e?~ 171 H )usin!: and Urban Devrlopmerit reporl fourt i  t%t riationwide a record S 3 niiliiori Very low- 



incnrl-r. renters paid inore than 50 percent at their income for rent between 1993 and 1995 '' Leta Herman 
Sectrcn h Nental Assistance Housing You Can Afford," 10s Angeles Tunes 1998 

The {'air Market Rent (FMR) is the 40'" percentile rent for a housing unit of a given sire The projected FMF 
frji i( s Anqeles County for 2001 IS 5782 (final F M R s  have not differed from projected FMRs diiring the pas1 
5 j~ve i ,  I years! This means that 60 percent uf local 2-bedrooms cost more than $782 and 40 percent COS' 

$782 (7r less United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, FMR [ free Market Qent] Histor? 
198 I' Present Data [DBF (Self-Extracting)] (United Slates Department of Housing and Urban Development 
200 1 if'itea .lanuary I 3  2OC.7]), available from http ~/~ww.hudcrser.orgdatasets/fmr/fmrhist exe 

KaPiiryri Edtn and Laura Leirr Making Ends Meer How Single Mothers Survive On Welfare Am! Low wage 
lYork 1 Neu Yo! Y Russel Sage Foundation 1997) 

-' f' I:: i ~ l  clear from tne source repon whether these estimates apply solely to the City of Los Arigeles 0: are 
applrcdbie to  the Coi.rniy as a whole Eugene 1 I owe et at I A Status Repon' OR Hunger and Honlelessness tn 
Arnencas Cifies 21100 A 25.Cdy Survey (PDF') (United States Conference of Mayors, December 2000 [cited 
Jarwar) 18 ZOO?]) available from http I l w  usmayors orgluscmlhuiigersurveyihungerZR00 pdf 

* K a t w y n  Edin and Laura Leiri Making Ends Mttei Wow Single Mothers Survrve On Welfare And Low- Wage 
W m - k  threw Yor i  2iissel Sage Foundation 1997) 

A ~ L  rdiny 16 ari article in the industry journal Realty P/mes the Mayflower Transit Company s 1 
reglcrt Anierica on the Move.' reported that about one-sixtn of Amerrcans were expected tn move during 

1999 20 Millio:, Americans Will Move In Next Three Months ' (Internet V/WWl 
trRc iirealt\itirnes oamlrtnews:rtcpaqeslI 9990525 move h:rn (Accessed 29 February 2000) 
_- 

i w a  Ncnols and Barbara Ga~ilt The Effects of Welfare Refcrm an Housing Stability and Homelessness 
L.urrerrt Research Findings Legislation an3 Programs Welfare Reform Network News A Newsletter ot the 
1ns:itufr for Wanen s P o k y  Research 2 no 2 (March 1999) 
'2 

LaJra Nichols and Barbara Gaulr 'The Effects of Welfare Reform on Housing Stability and Yomelessness 
Cwrent Researc? Findings Legislation and Programs " Welfare Rer'orm Network News 4 Newsletter of fk 
inc;tifii:c for Women 'c; Polrcv Resoarch 2 rm 2 [March 1999) 
I., 

Euqeie P Lcwe el al A Status Report on Hunger and Homelessness in America's Cttres, 2000 A 25Clf) 
Survek 'PDFJ) (Unrted States Conference of Mayors, December 2000 [cited January 19 20011) abailable from 
rlt$ /iwww ~~Snidyors ocgluscmlhungersurvey/hunger~~~~ pdf 

n" "Protile r>f Homelessness Results from a National Siirvey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Hornelesz 
POrSOilE. httD llaspe 0s dhhsgo~~ro~7syslliomeIessiprofile htrn (Accessed 17 "ebiudf t 
200( 

Irjter nei, WWWt 

T " < J I W  of t-forneiessness Hesuits t i  am Ni3lortdi Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Hmneless 
Per 1 lriterrref W'A'W) & ( @ s ~ ~ e  os dhhs ~u~/proqsysihomeless/Drofile htm (Accessed f 7' FebCua;kf 
iouc 

act Sheet LIIOI? ,internet WWV~I I http:iuw oeoplessuide oroilacetihlfac~tsi.ieet titmi 
t 4:- 



L a m  Nichols avd Barbara Gault "The Effects of Welfare Reforrr, on Housing Stability and Homelessness 
I idrrerrt Research Findings Legislation and Programs' Wdfare Reform Network News A NewsiPtter of the 
insiifute for 1/S.o?r?t.n a i>o//cy Research 2 no 2 (March 1999), 11 

Marlha P Giirt et a1 Honielessness Programs and the People They Serve--Findings of the National 
?~,wev ?f I-iorneless Assistance Providers and Clients (Washinytcn. D C Urban Institute, 19991 

Mart% K Burt e: a /  1999 

Laird fwhals and Barbara Gaul!. 'The Effects clf Welfare Reform on Housing Stability and Homelessness 
hrrer-t  Hesearc h Findings Legislation and Programs' Welfare Reform Network News A Newslelter of the 
S*?str!li'a for Wcnieri s Policy Research 2, no 2 (March 1999) 

PovertL StatistiLs ljisrtissed in this section are pstimates made by the Urban Research DivisIw tisinc 
ilurrer t Population Survey data Estimates include non-cash rescwrces like Food Stamps housing benefits 
,vid thi; Earned Income Tax Credit in family incorn&= 
c -  1 C I S  Arqeles stngle *pother poverty estimates are m6ccurate ~ecause they are based on a Small San?plt? Gf 

approximately 250 fa ~ i l i e s  
n. 

Aria Sherman FxTrerne Chid  Pocwrty Rlsei S h a r p y  ~n 7997 (Washington DC Children s Defense Fund 
AdgliS' L? 1999) 

4,Ier: : 5chli-riT 'iieaching Those in  Need S!ate Food Stamp Participation Rates in 1938' iVVashi;yt~i 
?C, Mntnen-tatir*a Pniicv Research Inc 2001 

CaiWC>HKs and r CIY! Stamps Data Systems Design Task Force. 'Food Stamp Household Characterisiics 
'LIw?, Social m d  Lunomic, Characteristics of Families Receiving Food Stamps, Federal Fiscal Year ' 998 
klribec 199; throuah September 1996 ' isacramento California Department of Social Services q9ga 

'* Relalive to the rest or the nation California's caseload declines between 1994 and 1997 (16 pefcenti and 
i!s f iiod Stamps tdecliries ( 2  percent) were both small Wisconsin IS Calitornia s opposite in these respects-it 
1-d high declines in both programs 159 percent and 15 percent. respectively) South Carolina. by conrrast 
had a tvgher Food Stamps participation rate t-ian California (64 percent in 1998) but had a much deepel 
tleclirie I I  welfare caseloads between 1994 and 1997 (44 percent) Allen L Schirm, "Reaching Those if' 
Need I -  ood Stamp Participation Rates in the States. "* (Washington DC Mathematica Policy Research Inc 

00 t 

Cr*is:~pher Jeiicks and Joseph Swrngle 'Without a Vet Whom the New Welfare Law Heips and Hurts 
-he An;r:icar, Prospec! no 3 (January 20001 27-4 1 

P S t v 4 a  Lopresf !ION pam/hes Thai Left Welfare Are DomS A Na[/ona/ P/clure. New Federalisnl Natlor'al 

'>!i&t"c )r America 5 Fainiires Series no 8- 1 (Washrigtan DC. T h e  Urban Institute August 1999) 

Dccl/rie& lii Food Stamps and welfare part/crpatior rS tWre  e! 2 .  -ht.iI,i Tediewkj  F F { j  Sacah Bial;rier 

1 v 

lr '>herl_; Ledlewski 3113 Sarah Brauner AT& the steep declmcs I'; Food Stamps part/c/pal!@n /inked to fa/lJrJQ 

wiz/e/fmi ,aseloads7 hew Federalisv t4aIional bur vey cf 4riienca s Families Series no B-3 (Wasbln[l)!or3 
7 Eke cirtla- iristituttz i999\ 



' 
Sheria Zectlewski dnd Sarah Brauner Are the steep declines in food Stamps parhipation ltnked tc fallrng 

welfare caseloads? New Federalism National Survey of America's Families Series no 8-3. (hashington 
CiC The Urban institute 1999) '2 

Stleila Zedlewski and Sarah Brauner. Declines / R  Food Stamps and welfare pamcrpatiorr 1s there a 
~oi ; r i+=( trrr? ' assessing the New Feleraiism Series no 99-23 (The Urban lnstitiite October 199q, 

'7 

Sheit2 Zedlewski aria Sarah Brauner, Declrnes '17 Food Stamps and welfare parf/cpatm IS there a 
L 0ii i )e~f fc)r?7 Assessinq the New Federalism Series no 95-13 (The Urban Institute, October 1999) 
' Shetla Zerltew$ki and Sarah Brauner, Are !lie steep declines in Food Stamps particrpation lmked fo falling 

weitare caselotpas 7 Ne& Federalism Nstrona Survey of America's Families Series no 8-3  (Washington 
r x  1 h e  ~ ~ r b n : ~  institute 1999 

Pro& wk., ai e elrgrble for Medi-Cat, California 5 Medicaid program, are usually aged blind LY disabled or 
dre 1 1 1  iainiiies with children Other people are also eligibie such as pregnant women, refugees and those 
infected with tuberculosis There are income limits for eligibility but all CalWORKs participants are 
automatically eligible for Medi-Cai According to the Legislative Analysts Office, as of July 1999 fewer than 
hall or dil (3alifornia families with children assrsted by Medr-Gal were CalWORKs-aided Legislatide Analyst's 
i X f i r ~  c,4i FAi rS California's Budget and Economy Iri Perspeclrve [LAO Report] (Legislative Analyst's 
L Virc: iiecc>mbei 2000 [cited Decern bpr 26 2OOOJ) avai lab1 e from 
9,ttr w m v  i d r  c,? qovQOU0 reportsrcalfacls/200~ xifacts -all pdf 

,< r 

: eigt-itorc i.,u cind Brian BrkJen The Confrnrnny Dechne of Medicaid Coverage New Federalisn; IssLec. diid 
3ptron: f o r  State Seiies no G-37 (Washinqtori DC The Urban Institute September 1999) 

n (  Iii(-iixeri leqal immigrants are eligible for Medi-Cal Undocumeqted immigrants are alsr rItgibk bur 

rrtwmit I,aru long-term care and erneigencv serwes 

Stqher i  Ztic;kwmari e? a1 Health Pollcy for Low- Income Peopk in CahfornIa New Federalisni Hryhlrghts 1'4 

' r m  Reports ('A'ashirqton DC The Urban Institute, January 1998) 
1 ,  

-ilnited States Department of Health and Human Services 'The Children's Health Insurance Program 
ICHIPI YHS Fact Sheet (Novsrriber 1 1999) (Internet \ W W )  httD Ilwaisaate hhs aov'cQi- 
biniwaic aate~W4ISdoclP=3126 l2 l7344I +O+O&WAISaetion=retrieve (Accessed 07 March 2000) 

7 %  reader st"iould be advised that health insurance data prior to 1994 is not entirely comparable to data 
oilect~? !r7 1394 and thereafter The Current Population Survey. which measures health insurance coverage 

vnplernt?ted i IYW health insurance qriestronnaire design in 1994 

K i i  d i i l j  Rrtart Bruen  The (.firitinuing Deciine of Ilfeedrcaid Coverage New Federalism Issues an i 
(Jys.iiorir f i r  5:alc > e r e -  ~i i A-37 'Wastmqtctn PC The Urban institute September 1999) 

'iiblic Scrcial Serifices DPSS Case/oacf C'haractsnsf/cs Repon April 1998 ant! April I(jY!i 
r;hiid caseload was valculatell hi  addrig CalWORKs-aided clirldren ayes 0 '0  f wit" 

I L P r w l  ! \i Medl-Cal but r: dssifred undtJf citner sid categories were not counted 
' 

Jlif,Ynia 1 @ q ~ z l d t i v c ~  kridlyst Of f tCP Ar>dlV5!\ (Tf the 1990-011 Budget Bill Health and SOCldl  bf"vlW3 

irlteme' vt ili WI http l'www iao ca qov'analysi5 1 %9/heairti sshealtri ss toc an/ lS99 hlml ~Ar~eessed 07 
EAgr h i'W i 



Marilyn Elfwooa The Med/card €/gibJrfy Maze Coverage Expands But Enrollment Problems Persis? 
i-rndtngs Frc)m A f w e  State Study (Cammidge, MA Mathematica Policy Research Inc September 1999) 

L.ai:fornia Legislative Analyst's Office 'Analysis of the 1999-30 Budget Bill Health and Social Services 
ilntwriet W W J )  ~~JJNww lao ca aovianalysis 199Whealth ssihealth ss toc an11999 html (Accessed "7 
Fdarrh 2OOQl 

* - Richard Wertheimer, and Kristin Moore Ch,/dbesnng by Teens Lmks to Wdfare Reform New Federalisir: 
issues and Options for States Series no A-24 (Washington, DC The Urban Institute and Child Trends lnc ) 

I Inter r,et WWW) http //newFederalism urban ordhtmUanf24 him1 (Accessed 25 February 2000) 

' Llebra Boyer and David Fine "Sexual Abuse as a Factor In Adolescent Pregnancy and Child 
Maltredtrnev+' farmiv Planning Psrspectrves 24 no 7 ( 19921 

United State.. General Accountrng Office Welfare Dependency Coordinated Communtty EFfor?s L d r  

Bette! Serve Young At-Risk Teen Girls Report to the Ranking Minority Member Committee on Finance 
IJnitPd States Seiate (Washington D C Health Education and Human Services Division, May, 1995) 

1 -  

(15 Cenrer for Dlsease Control 'AIDS Falls From fop Fifteen Causes of Death Teen Births Hornicides 
Oeclm but n o  Change in Infant Mortality' Births and Deaths Preliminary Data for 1998 (PHS) 47 no 25 
'998, 99 1 I ?L 

te r l i  birPs !CJ tccris per 1 000 births was also calculated See Appendrx A 

T t w -  unioc?:~; ,?reserited here are far ali infants that were iinder 2 500 grams a! !he time of birth 

* rdJtir,izal Center for Health Statrsiics Health Umted States 1995 (tiyattsville Maryland P d b k  Health 
Service 19961 YO 

'' D u e  I(: data iirnitatiens this repor? w i y  looks at Infants who died or were born after March 31 1998 T h e  
sample was restricted to families that were aided for at least three months during this period in order tC  he  
&IF? lo plausiblv t,nk oirlcomes to CalWORKs 

' Uriited States Department of Justice Office of Justlce Programs Bureau of Justice Statistics. Violence b y  
/rrttriiates An8kSi& of Data on Cnmes by Currant or f-omier Spouses Boyfriends and Gtrlfrwxis 
(Washingtoin D C Lj ritted States Department of Justice 1995) 

Ami., Johnson and Alicia Meckstroth. Anallery Services to Support Welfare to Work (Princeton N 1 

Mathematica Palicy Research Inc 1998) 

*-  rvla!!, An? hilard Randy Albelda Mary Ellen Colten and Carol Cosenza 1n Harms Way? Dofnesfic 
L'io/encc AFDC Fi'eceipt, and Welfare Hefomi ir Massachusetfs (Boston University of Massachusetts at 
Rmtor i  1957 C) 1 

The Effects of Violence ori Women r, E.ni[)iuvment Law drla P@/K p I $  i k '  2 iAp;il 
"39 it.; ' 3%4;7 

See ks fiirari-J//t. '7 T r , t  Use of P~JLAIL Welfale by Family ii:olericc Victims lmplicaticms of Nev, Ftdc-rsi 
iPalw'r presented at 1h7c Fifth lnierriational k a ~ i l y  b'lolence Research Conference hJrhani Vkelfar t3. t?f?fnrni 
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Richair: 'vl Toimdri and Jody Raphael, "A Review of Research On Welfare and Domestic Violence ' 

. h r r  id  Scraa! issues (Forthcoming [cited November 28 ZOOO])  available from 
W p  i w2iw ssve urnich ecfultrappedljsi-tolma~ jinaf pdf 

"' Ttwmas Mocw and Vicky Selkowe, Dornestlc Mofence Vjctirns 111 Transrbon from Welfare to Work Bamer:. 
'3 S d f  SufioenCy anu the l4' 2 Response (Milwaukee Wisconsin The Institute for Wisconsins F u t u r e  
Sepe, vner 19591 

* i t  

r w t a  SLisi?r' Llovd 'The Effects of Violeric,e nr l  Vvomeri s Ernploymerit Law and Policy 19 no iAoiil 
1 997 J ' "i.t'7 

'' C;wk!ridolyri hlirth, Welfare's Epid (Ithaca NY Cornell University Press 1998) 

C'iwendolyn hlrnk Welfare's €no (lthaca "I' Cornell University Press 19981 

I' Hii.hara hl Torman and Jody Raphael, A Heview of Research on Weifare and Domestic ViOle-Te 
;GUrn3: nf Sticfal lSSu@s I Forthcoming) 
' Similar language can be found 1'1 'The Domestic Violence Prevention Act ' Section 6200 of the California 

F arnii ,J Lode 

Tht. defindiori used by DPSS ddfers from !he law enforcement definition by considering abuse that i i  no1 
.?hy".i'at ( e  q 
9PSS nciudes the foliowing forms of abuse *Battering or extreme Lruel ty  caused by 1 } physical acts tnat 
iesulttid iii .-If threatened to result in physical injury 2) Sexual abuse 3) sexual activity involving a child ir t h e  

rwne 4 1  forced participat;on lri sexual acts or activities. 5) threats or attempts at physical or sexual abuse! 
r+ r e  tal abuse 71 neglect or deprivation of medical care R) stalking 91 economic abuse or 10) tactics of 
i.~ower dnd c:c:ritrol " County of 1-13s Anyeles Departnienl of Public Social Services Los Angeles Counfy 
Ca~l4'ORKs ?/an IHTML] (January f. 1998 [cited November 2' 20001) available t r c m  
http l 'T1~ss CCJ !a (*a usicalworks cltntstate-plan body htm 

' *  United States Department of Health and Human Services Administration on Children. Youth and Families 
rtl!id Adaltreatrnent 1997 Reports from the Srates to the Nabonai Child Abuse and Neglect Data System 
cWashington DC United States Government Printing Office 1399) 

' I /  

mental " and 'economic") and that rnvoives children Under the rubric of 'domestiL viOlenCe 

The, reported numbers of cases for the United States and California include both substantiated-- 
irNkpcildently benfied-and unsubstantiated cases of abuse and neglect Since a high fraction of reports are 
never SlJbSt3ntiated these counts could be seen as inflated 
1 " 

iJr:ttec: btares Department of Health and Human S e r x e s  l h e  Scope and Problem of c,hlld 
Pnallr eatrnent February 200(1 [lnterwt WW'V%'] m / w w u  acf dhhs Qov:proQrams/cb/ncanDror? thm 
IAccessec! L F e h r u d r i  ZDoc2i 

SfiY!%'\ htnr: !;ww& lac ca Qob~cw1 lO96toc htrnl (Accessed 2 Februar, 2OClOj 

L ' r i i t fx J  States 3epartrnent ,if Health <.n(l Hunia;~ services Tne Scope and  Probleri ;f Child 
Mal?rea'm&n!' F&rt-,ary 33N [Internet WWW, htty I~~ act dhhs QovlDroqramslcblncanrjroo t h v  
i4cces:sed 2 February 2000) ci 1 
' L  Carrrornia Legis!artve Analyst s Office CPilr! Abuse and Neglect in Califoinia January 9% ( !fiterr1pt 

iQWLY fw ! / W w  iao ["a QOV/CW' IWthtoc h t n j  cAccessed > FebriJarv 2000) 



tien DCFS receives a report of child abuse, it creates an Emergency Response case The alleged abuse 
7r neqiect is iv most rmses never substantiated and the case I5 dropped When the case does become 
sunstnntiated 1: is normally reclassified wthin about a month afler case opening Since CES was unable to 
3istinquish between Emergency Response substantiated cases and unsubstantiated referrals the data 
reported new excludes Emergency Response cases "Neb Cases of Substantiated Neglect" refer to those 
r-ases lhat were new to DCFS for that particular year "Total SuDstantiated Cases of Neglect" refer to the total 
IXJrnber of cases tlidt were 'open in the DCFS database (this includes new cases for that year and older 
cases that ate still if1 the system) For the tcrtal number of substantiated cases of neglect please See 

Appervh B 

VL Stevvn Barnett "Long Term Cognitive aqd Academic Effects of Early Chiidhood Educatio? of Chiidreif 
t i  Po\ ertv' Preventive Medicine An Internationa: Journal Devoted to Practice 8 Theory 27 no 2 iMarci-1- 
April i998) 204-207 C Andre Mizell. 'African American Men s Personal Sense of Mastery T h e  
Lonwquences of the Adolescenl Environment, Self-concept and Adult Achievement" J o m a i  of Black 
Psvchology 25 iio 2 (May, 1999) 210-230 Virginia R 1 Plunkett "Parents and Schools Partnerships that 
Count' Joiirnai of EdrJcatian for Students Placed at R ~ s k  ;- no 4 (1997) 325-327 Renee Smith--.Maddox. 
The Social Networks and Resources of African American Eighth Graders Evidence from the National 

Educalional tongftudinal Study of 1988 Adolescence 34 no 13 (spring 1999) 169-83 

4r 

'I h i i e 1  1 api.3 I h e  Schoolrng of Puerto Hicaris Philadelphia s Most Impoverished Conmuriily 
A m f L  nolog) & k:diira:/on Quarferlk 29 no 3 (September :Q98), 297-723 

' Andre Mirell Atrtcarz American Men s Personal Sense of Mastel y The Consequences of the Adoiesoent 
' v(i'iment Seif-Concept and AdiA Actiievenient Journal isf Black Psychology 25 no 2 (May '999: 210- 

* :  F O t ~ d  ar7d N Jtrrtlon Service. United States Department of Agriculture Charactenstrcs of the I\f'etrona/ 
Schuo' h v c b  d w  School Breakfast Program Partiupants (Alexandria, VA United States Departmerit of 
Agncul'ure .!ariuary 1987) "This paper provides selected data on the National School Lunch Program 
INSLP: and :ne School Breakfast Program (SBP) The study was compiled using data from the 1983-84 
follow OD to the National Evaluation of School Nutrrtion Programs also known as the NESNP-II The NESNP- 
1 dara represen' the only extensive review of both programs since the passage of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciiiatmn Act or 1981 which enacted a significant nuJ2iber of program reforms The report finds that. 

icJ the NSLP. 35 8 rniilion children were eligible ?c participate with 80 per cent of those students dsing the 
%c'rvict? at least once a week With regard to SE3P about 25 per cent 3f eligible students took part and almost 
4?"0 07' r,ar?iciparx, belonged to a hoiJsehold lhat received Food Starnps ' 
i d :  T'IP %%?for? 4chievement Test ;i widely-used product of the Psychological Corporation, shouid not b e  
cnrifi,sc.d uith thtz Educational Testing Service % IETS) better-knowr 5cholasric Aptitude Test (SAT) ETS S 

SAT 14 typic8ilb used in college admissions and is administered to individual students The Stanford 
A c - x e w m F v  Test 15 used for iankinq both schcmls dnd irlrllviclual students and is administerec! to ail Fiimaq 

nd?r cc no 31 gratfes Tnt- Stanford Ac "Irevemeni Tect Series Ninth Edition (Stanford 91' I Sa.1 
- X  The Psyct1t71ocJI( dl 4 rirpord t in n I (Internet !N w\h' > 

LL\.+~ liocriTL.L.orn'truiti~~achvlestlsat9vie~ htm 

StPpnc*i 2 Caldas and  Carl Ill banks!on ' EtfeL? cjf Schor,l Population Socioeconomic Status nil lndividiiai 
* 

A sderriir A(2!ii~vtzrnw-' Jouniir' of Educabonai Hesearrn l i i i  rlL 5 (Nlav -June 19971 2613-77 
I ?  3 ; e ~  A p p n r f i r  k- t P b r  rjiv cuai dropot'! rates f o r  pa les  Y 1; 



See appendix R for table presenting SATIS smres 

T h s  conCICrsOn is based oil a comparisoq of time on a d  for families with teens as caiculated by DPSS i r l  
i ts ”CdlWORKs Families with Teens in Los Angeles I:ountv Caseload Characteristics July 2000 
Los Anqeles Ccmty Totals” report against our caicutabons for all CalWORKs families for April ‘1998 through 
0c:totw ’903 s%wn in Table 3 For example, fully 59 percent of single-parent families with a teenager hacl 

did for ‘ve years of more as of July 2000 whereas jilst under 4 1 percent of all single-parent familiez 
hdd been on aid that long as of October 1999 It IS unlikely that changes in the overall caseload betweer 
Cictoher 1939 and .luly 2000 account for much of this 18 percentage point difference 

‘4  

‘4i 

Segl 4ppen3ix A for additional details on these focus groups and Appendix C for a focus group protocol 

QPSS has taker, steps to address legal immigrant concerns In District Offices It promotes the r i m  
citlzer *hip process trlrouqh the Immigration and Naturalization Service CalWORKs District Offices display 
poster 5 reqardiny aid and make handout vaterlals available to potential parlicipants Prograw appiications 
arc printed I -  seem1 languages In addition DPSS has staff fluent in a varfety of languages 

1.1: 

if 

Thi5 was a small survey with 142 respondents 26 o! theni from Los Angeles County The fact that i t  was 
a pho*ie survey rrieans that i t  is likely that the least-well-off leavers were underrepresented, since they would 
be harder tc find (because of housing instability including residence i r l  homeless shelters) and might no! be 
sol*? ft. afford regular phone service Data Systems and Survey Uesign Bureau “CalWORKs Leavers Survev 
ii Stafewrle io!ephone Survey of Former CalWORKs Recipients, (Sacramento California Department o! 
a(3cial Ssrvices Prigrdm Planning and Performdrice Division Datd Operat:ons Branch. 2000) 
1 ‘  . 1 nic Orbar f?stitute Study, based o n  their pre-CalWORKs 1997 National Study of Americac Families 
h n d  ftidt W pelcent of former ieCipierlt5 had “Experienced trme in last year when not able to pay mortgage 
rert  t * i~ti l i+y tiills ” cnmpared tc 35 percent of current welfare recipients Although 18 percent of leavers 
repiFIfl”l that i r  was true” that rhey “Worried that food m u l d  rur oclt before got money to buy more 23 
mrceril 1 1 f  .rrerit recipients gave this response The fact that werfare benefrts in California are more 
generuu.: thari t h e  riational average. however raises questions about the likelihood that local recipients face 
fwfe riarastirF)s t h w  leavers Pamela J L.oprest and Sheila R Zedlewski “Current and Farmer Welfare 
Recipit-nts Hofi 30 They Differ?’ lwashington DC th-ban liistrtute 1999) 
3.. 

The studv was based on the linking of records from the Calitornia Department of Social Services O n  

wetfarr reL,eipf and records on employment and earnings from the California Employment DeveloPmen~ 
Uepar:inerir f CUUI Earnings were measured in the third quarter of 1999 fot adults who had been aided for at 
least C’IIF: rnoF3tt) durug 1998 or 1999 but werr not aided in this particlllar quarter This report shows a lower 
propnrtim 0‘ ‘erriplo.jed’ oersors 152 percent) than does the prekiously-cited California leavers phone survey 
ibl perf en!) FL’l’l tend ti) slightly understate both employment arid earnings because thet do i?o! the 
~etf-?r7piovel ri sr?iall rxirnber of additional categories of workers 2nd they do not for obvious reasons, 

d - i r ’ t  ) f ;  rrilal t :irTder the tabie” employment Hesearcti ,cl!ld Development Drvision ”Characteristics and 
Fiif aricl Former Ca/WOR& Re~ipicnt5 vv l  at W e  K r ~ o h  from State Administfa!ivP Data ’ 
J d tie;mrtmevt of Social Servic es 2006 I 

s t ~ d y  ciied directly beion fourid sim lar lwei5 LT Medicaid receipt--- 57 perc,ent among 
*ruldrer arid ’?& r t t rLt r r i t  for  adults but much tiigher levels f F&d j t s m p s  receipt 42 percent Thlb may 

iepfeSei?l Lg hiyrier ratP , r f  ‘surcess by Washingtor1 dpenciei t i  pnstiring that eligible fdmJkS receive Food 
%tarT>Ch h J: I: ni b , ? I% represent differences iii Food Stampi olqihilitv between the states 



I * /  
This repon wa5 based an a teiephone su rvey  of 560 heads of single-parent families who left welfare 

betweell December 1997 and March 1998 Washington s WorkFirst program its implementation of Federal 
T4NF k d s  Inauqurared in NovemDer 1997 twc; months b e ! m  CalWORKs began That the survey was 
r20ndlJCled so s o w  aftei initial program implementat~on is a basis for exercising caution regarding the surveys 
findint)? The findings however appear cctnsistefit with cor iparable s.,rveyz- in other states Managerneqt 
Kepoi-ts and Daid Analysis Oivision, "Washington's TArJF Sinqlc Parent Families Shortly after Wetfare 
5urvey -I! Families Vvhich Exited TANF between December 1997 and March 1998 (Olympia Washingtori 
Progrni-1 Resear: - ari)f Evaluation DSHS Econor-nic Services 4drninistration 1998) 

In si,iiimariziny research on welfare leavers through m~d-7 999 staff of the National Conference of State 
Legislatures (NCSL) observe that "Most recipients who leave weltare are finding jabs [Bjetween fjO-70% 
are currently employed o r  have work earnings ' They note however that 'Most of the jobs pay between $5 50 
di-d $7  00 per tiow higher than the minimum lhlaye nut not enough to raise a family aut of poverty I r  a 
more re[ en+ article NCSL reports that "Some state surveys folirld that the median income of newly working 
families is close to ?he poverty level. so that about half of the families earn less and'about half earn more' 
rhis calculation leaves out non-workers and "about half of this group do not have regular cash income A 
recent GAG repon bringing together several leavers studies noted that 57 percent of Oklahoma families 
surveyed fell below the poverty line and Indiana families appeared to be faring similarly A Wisconsin study 
looked di poverty by family size, finding that While 35 percent of the families with one child and 24 percent of 
!he families w t b  IWQ children had earnings above the  poverty ievei only 11 percent of the families with three 
t r r  rriore children did (p 20) These states all have lower benefits levels than California and California s 
relativeiv qeiierow earned income disregards may mean that Califcrnia welfare families leave CalWORKs at 
d htghur inconw iFvel tharr do families from Other  states Thrs remains to be demonstrated GA@ "Welfare 
& ? f o r m  Information or F orrner Recipients' Status i Washingtois DC Government Accounting Office 79991 
J a m  iveediu Dana reicberl and Matthew 0 Connor "Trachmg Recqents after They Leave Welfare 
i Washincitor, UL National Conference of State Legislatures 1999) Jack Tweedie, "From 0 C tc) Des 
Moiw.;-- The F I C J Q ~ ~ S S  of Welfare Reform," State Legslaturns April (2c101) 

iech ixat ly  !he 55 percent whose cases were discoritinued because they did not submit their CW-7 forn 
drtd { h e  ' perc*erit fhat OPSS was tinable to locate nave itldde themselves temporarily ineligible, but O u f  

rwanirzy is that triese faniihes were not ofhewrse ineligible the families had not exceeded income 0' 

*esour~e Limit5 f." tic' itinyer included eligible childre? 

'.t 

< r  

. l? Henr) F Brad{ arid Barbara West Snow, Data Systems and Stal/shca/ Requirements for the P e C S O m  

rlrespcinsrurlity dnd Wow Oopofrunity Act of 7996 (Web Version) (HTML I (University of Catfornia Data Archive 
a-:d recllnicai Assistance [UC DATA)] December I 0  1996 [cited December 24 19981) available from 
nt1R //ucdata berkeiey eduhew webiDubslNAS7 196 html Also a5 Besharaov Germanis, and Rossi note 
srlrninistrative rewrds *may be inaccurate particularly those that are unnecessary for determining program 
eligibility or berrefit amounts In addition they may not be avdilable for sorne outcomes or may cover Only parl 
O' the --xlpulatiori bein.1 studied * Douglas J Besharov Peter Germanis and Peter H Rossi EValUabny 
LIC'Plfaw r<efmrr' 4 (;lJldE? for Scholars and Practihoners , PDFi (University of hlaryland. 1997 'cited 

1 ,  .wailable from http /IWMU: welfareacaden~v orqipubslewriewr pdf 
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